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INTRODUCTION

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 represenied
a major breakthrough in education in the United States. It established
specific priorities and directed new federal funds to local educational
agencies for the purpose of improving the educational milieu of the chil-
dren of the poor. Title I of the ESEA, "Financial Assistance to Local
Educational Agencies for the Education of Children from Low-Income Fami-
lies," sought to remedy the inequality in educational achievement dis-
played by children living in conditions of poverty. In the language of
the original Act, Title I provided "financial sssistance to local educa-
tional agencies serving areas with concentrations of low-income families
to expand and improve their edu.ational programs by various means (in-
cluding preschool programs) which contribute particularly to meeting the
special efucational needs of educationally deprived children."l

Largely bacause the Congress sought to overcome the specter of fed-
eral domination of education, it permitted the local educational agencies
to initiate and implement programs of their choice. With “he wide lati-
tude allowed under the provisions of Title I, the New York City Board of
Education implemented more than 100 projects between 1965 and 1968. These
projects were designed to reach approximately 250,000 low-income children
at all grade levels from prekindergarten through high school; to cover
¢iversified activities including remedial instruction, cultural enrichment,
and guidance; to improve instruction by reducing class size, developing
new curricula, and retraining teachers; and to correct racial imbalance
and foster integration.

The ESEA required annual evaluations of the Title I projects. The
Board of Education elected t. conduct some of the evaluations of irdivid-
ual projects by its own Bureau of Educational Research and to contract
the others to outside agencies. In the first year, the Center for Urban
Education, a regional laboratory supported under Title IV of the ESEA,
#as the sole outside contractor. 1a subsequent years, increasing numbers
of evaluations were contracted to other agencies. Thus Title I has had
the scrutiny of many different independent evaluators. The use of outside
evaluators does not guarantee objectivity, but it does mean that the in-
vestigators were relatively free to study what they thought was important,
and to report their results as they saw fit. The evaluation reports re-
flect their points of view, biases, strengths and weaknesses, and varying
methodologies and philosophies.

Over the years questions have becn posed by legislators, educators, .
and community leaders about projected and actual expenditures of funds,

1pL, £9-10, Sec. 201.
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target populations, concentration of effort, extent of innovation, and the
effectiveness of projects initiated under Title I of the ESFA of 1965. As
early as the second year of its operation, many groups, diversified in
their points of view, expressed a need for an overview of New York City's
Title I program ~-- for & ustudy that was more than an annual summary of the
year's reports. These various interest groups -- the Board of Education,
the nonpublic school representatives, the Council Against Poverty, the
Center for Urban Education, and concerned citizen groips =-- converged on
the need for a study that would assemble and evaluate the numerous and
seemingly diverse projects.

The Board of Education took a commendable step in commissioning an
extensive overall investigation in the second year of Title I operations,
subjecting its progrems and activities to even more searching scrutiny
than is possible within the individual studies. Such a study would Lave
benefited if it had been planned for from the outset. Regrettably, no
provision was made in advance to collect and systematize the necessary
data on which to base generalized indices of program success and failure.
A study based ¢n the individual evaluations taken as a whole is fragmen-
tary, since the separate reports do not easily lend themselves to com-
parisons. Nolwithstanding these limitutions, the separate evaluations
have certain advantages: they are based on observations of projects in
progress, and assess the attainment of the specific project objectives.
Viewed as a whole, these reports are the best available source of raw
material -- both in their strengths and weaknesses -- for studying the
overall direction that Title I is taking in New York City.

As one of the major agencies evaluating individual Title I projects,
the Center for Urban Education contracted with the New York City Board of
Education to conduct the overall study, which was deliberately structured
to consider issues cutcing across program lines, and the development of a
program over a three-year period.

The first part of the overall study appeared in June 1968. A History
and Description of ESEA Title I in New York City, 1965-1968, by Barbara R.
Heller, was concerned with a description of the implementation of Title I
in the City school system, a survey of the funded projects and activities,
a description of the concentration of projects by schocls, and an exami-
naticn of the funds budgeced and expended. o

This part of the report is designed to provide information for many
interested groups, in addition to the officials of the Board of Education
who were the primary recipients of evaluation reports. The informatior
that follows should be of value also to legislators and their staffs who
are concerned with modifying Title I activities; to professionals of the
Office of Education, state education departments, and local educational
agencies who implement the programs; to professional organizations re-
presenting teachers and other members of the staffs of the schools who
are responsible for teaching the youngsters; to representatives of par-

Q
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ent and community groups who wish to influence the course of education
of the diadvantaged; and to any other concerned citizen. The report
does not treat any single project in detail -- the interested reader is
invited to peruse copies of project descriptions and evaluation reports
on file with the Center for Urban Education.

Tnis report goes beyond the project descriptions and evaluations.
Officials of the Board of Education and representatives of outside organi-
zations were interviewed. In addition, staff members who had worked close-
ly on various aspects of Title I, such as the involvement of community
action agencies contributed from their own experience. The Boerd geneiously
provided fiscal information regarding budgets and expenditures and helpful
suggestions. They permitted the Center access to all the informsation we
neceded and romplete freedom in summarizing the information and drawing con-
clusions.

There are two major goals of the report. The first is to summarize the
Title I efforts in New York City in terms of what was planned, what haprened,
and how well it worked. As the reader will observe, the data necessary for
this summary is to varying degrees inadequate and the report will in part
document the fact that information on the projects that may be legitimately
sought by the reader is not available.

The second purpose is to make recommendations to improve Title I. These
rec:ommende cions touch on minor consideraticns -- such as making sure that
adequate space is available -~ to major points -- such as devising a new
educational program for prekindergartea children. Weight was given to “he
stated and implied recommendations of the indiviaual evaluators and in addi-
tion the recrmmendations reflect our retrospective cverall views.

For the purpnse of this report, the projects were grouped into program
area categories reflecting the rajor focus of intended activiiy; each area
is treated in a separate chapter. Within each of {he program areas, projects
may be further subgrouped into components of a similar nature. zach component
is described briefly; the material from individual project proposals and eval-
uation reports is surmarized, synthesized, and presented in a uniform manner
purposefully designed to highlight essential substantive problems. We ar-
rived at our classification only after much discussion. We feel that the
process of classifying and categorizing lends an important dimension -- or-
ganication -~ to the conceptualizing of Title I activities during the period
1965 to 1968. Any system of classification is arbitrary. Tt imposes an ex
post facto order on activities that were more randomly conceived. Our system
of categorizing, in which each projrct is included in only one program area,
despite the diversity of the techniques and methodologies employed in its
execution, involves some distortion in an attempt to provide a cohesive account
of a series of disparate events.



There are important issues that cut across program lines, and some
of these are also included. A separate chapter is devoted to an examina-
ticn of the irtended and actual target populations, the development and
program objectives, and to the implementation process. 1In addition, this
report considers the participation of nonpublic school children, decentral-
ization and involvement of parents and commnity in educational activities,
and evaluation and its impact on program development. A final section
summarizes recommendations.

A report about Title I in New York City is a report about the educa-
tion of the disadvantaged school child. We will illustrate that Title I
has had some successes and some failures, just es is true of the school
system as a whole. We hope that an examination and an understanding of
the Title I past will lead to a firmer foundation for the planning end
execution of future educational activities to improve the possibillties
for the young people in the City.
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CHAPTER I

TITI.F I: A DESCRIPTIVE OVERVIEW

The 89th Congress of the United States approved Public Law 89-10,
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, by a roll-call vote
of 73 to 18 in the Senate and 263 to 153 in the House of Representatives.
On April 11, 1965, the Act was signed into law by President Lyndon B.
Johnson, culminating years of extensive testimony and deliberation in
atteupts to pass federal educational legislation. As originally passed
and interpreted subsequently, the predominant thrust of the ESEA is con-
tained in Title I, which receives more funds and attention than all the
other titles ccmbined.

The ESEA of 1965 originally had six titles. Title I was concerned
with the relationship between the cycle of poverty and low educational
achievement, and placed the major emphasis of the Act on meeting the spe-
cinl needs of educationally deprived children. Title II provided "School
Library Resources, Textbooks, and Other Instructional Materiels" for the
use of children and teachers in public and private eleaentary and secon-
dary schools. Title III, "Supplementary Educational Centers and Ser-
vices," stimulated and assisted the development of exemplary programs to
cerve a8 models for regular school programs. Title IV, "Educational
Research and Training,”" updated the Cooperative Research Act of 1954 and
provided grants to universities, colleges, and other public or private
agencies, institutions, and organizations for research and dissemination.
Title V provided grants to strengthen state departments of education.
Amendments changed the original Title VI to provide assistance for the
education of handicapped children, and added a new Title VII and VIII,
"Bilingual Education" and "Dropout Prevention" Profvams, respectively.

Before continuing with a description of how Title I operates in New
York City, a brief overview of the New York City public school system
will be presented for the general reader who is not conversant with its
gsize and adminisirative structure. For the purposes of Title I funding,
and for thL.s report, New York City is considered a single local educa-
tional egency (LFA) under the adninistrative corirol of the Board of
Education. Title I in New TYork City operales within this framework.

THE NEW YORK CITY SCHOCL SYSTEM

During the ihree years that this study covers, general control of
the public schools in New York City was vested in t'e Board of Education,
which consisted of nine members appointed by the Mayor. These members
served without salary and were responsible for setting policy for the
operation of the schools and for approving expenditures of funds. Start-
ing with the 1068-1969 year, as a result of state legislation, the schools



are operating under an interim decentralization plan in which certéin
Board functions are delegated to the local school boards.

The chiel executive officer of the City school system is the Super-
intendent of Schools whose primary responsibility is to implement the
Board's policy. He is aided by an Fxecutive Deputy Superintendent, four
Deputy Superintendents, and 30 District Assistant Superintendents. In
addition, there are staff assistant superintendents and directors of spe-
cial subjects, areas, and services who have various administrative,
supervisory, and advisory responsibilities.

The City public school system is divided into 30 local districts,
each of which has an average of 30 schools and 35,000 pupils. Each dis~
trict is administered by an assistant superintendent, and has a local
school board composed of members who reside within the district. Under
decentralization, more responsibility will be given to the district
superintendents and the local schcol bosrds.

New York City's public schools are organized as elementary, junior
high or intermediate, and academic and vocational high schools. There
are special schools for socially maladjusted pupils, children with re-
tarded mental development, children in hospitals and shelters, and chil-
dren who are visually, acoustically, or physically handicapped. Table
I-1 summarizes the number of puvlic schools in New York City in 1967-68.
In addition to tne 1,110,000 children attending almost 900 public schools,
there are approximately 435,000 more children attending more than 600
private schools, both secular and denominational. Of the system's 755
public elementary and junior high-intermediate schools, 347 are designated
Special Service schools on the basis of pupils' limitations and other criteria;
reading extra personnel and larger allotments fbr books and supr’‘ - are
allocated to these schools.

TABLE I-1

TOTAL NUMBER OF NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, CHILDREN, AND
ETHINIC COMPOSITION OF REGISTER, 1967-68%

Total
Ethnic Composition Pupil
Total (in percents) Turnover
Nupber of Register (in Puerto {in thou-
Schools thousands) Rican Negro Other  sands)
Elementary 609 608 2l 33 43 2hy
Junior High 116 222 24 30 L€ 61
Academic High Schools 61 230 13 23 64 é 43 ;
Vocationsl High Schcols 29 b2 30 30 4o
Special Schools 49 7 33 Lo 27 n.a,
Total Public Schools 8ah 1,100 22 30 L8 348
8adapted from Facts and Figures 1967/1968, compiled by the New York City Board of
Q lon,
EMCies only permanent school buildings.
i ot e
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The Board of Education's total expense budget for the operation cf
the public schools is one billion dollars; approximately 60 percent of
this amount 18 raised through annual tax levies on real property. Approx-
imately 34 percent is the portion allocated to the City under State Aid.
The remainder comes from federal and state sources under specific pro-
grams. This budget is used to pay the salaries of all employees, repairs,
and educational supplies and equipment.

The City authorizes educational positions for more than 67,000 pro-
fessionals, including teachers, principals, depariment chairmen, etc.,
of which about 56,000 are day-school teachers. There are almost 21,000
additional noneducational positions authorized. In 1967-68 10,000 para-
professionals were employed by the Board of ¥ducation and paid from City
and federal funds.

WHERE TITLE I FUNDS COME FROM

Under the ESEA, Title I payments are nade to state educatio: de-~
vartments which in tuwrn allocate the funds to the local school districts
on the basis of a formula. The specific project plans are subject to
state review and approval under regulations and guidelines established
federally.

Qualifying locel educational agencies (LFAs) are entitled to funds
on the basis of the number of needy children, irrespective of whether
the children attend public or private schools, The formula for the basic
grant, or entjtlement, as determined by law, is the number of needy chil-
dren multiplied by one-half the annual state expenditure fcr education
Per child. The formula determining the distribution of funds allows
little discretion to the state departments.

Since the Congress does not authorize enough money tc cover the
total entitlements of all LEAs, the allocations to the LEAs are prorated
s0 as not to exceed the available money. Thus, LFAs' actual grants have
been less than what they are cntitled to by law. For the first year,
the authorization for Title I nationally was $1.1 billion; in the next
year, $1.4 billion was authorized for Title I activities nationally; and
in the third year which corresponds to the 1967-68 school year, $2.3 bil-
lion was authorized.

In 1965-66, New York City was entitled to (on the basis of the for-
nula) $70.0 million, although it received $65.1 million &s the prorated
allocation. For the followlng year, New York City actually receivad
$69.8 million, somewhat less than the $100.2 million to which it was en-
titled by formula. In 1967-08, New York City received $71.5 million in
Title I funds.

For the first year of Title I, the fornnula included two groups of
needy children: those fram low-income families, and those whose families

12



are receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children. According to the
terms of the original Act, a low-income family is defined as having an
income of $2,000 or less per year. This income level, vhich was not con-
sistent with other federal legislation, was subseguently amended to a
$3,000 level per year. This amendment was to go into effect when Con~-
gress appropriated enough money to meet all maximum entitlements based

on the 42,000 income level,

By amendment to the 1965 Act, children in {oster homes and institu-
tions were added to the definition of needy children. Subseguent amend-
ments further expanded the formula to include handicapped, nzglected,
and delinguent children, as well as other groups of children not found
in New York City. More recently, a separate title was added to assist
in the education cf the handicapped.

In 1965-06, there were approximately 1,480,000 children attending
public and private schools in New York City; of these, 178,126 or 12 per-
cent met the definitions of needy. For 1966-67, of the approximate
1,500,000 school children in the City, 17 percent or 25&,793 children
wvere counted as needy for th2 purpose of the Title I formula. In 1967-68,
19 percent, or 289,464 children out of approximately 1,545,000 were in-
cluded in the formula. The number of these needy children has increased
over the years, notonly because New York City has more poor children, but be-
cause of the more encompassing provisions and amendrents to the law.

For the first three years of Title I, the maximum entitlement for
New York City was calculated using one-half the state average annual per-
pupil expenditure for education ($393). In 1967-68, LEAs had the option
of using one-half the national average per-pupil expenditure if it was
greater than the state's, but this option did not benefit New York City.

New York City receives a large amount of money under Title I, more
than all but three states. These millions of dollars, however, aclually
represent a relatively sriall proportion of the total cost of education.
In 1965-66, the Title I funds were 7.4 percent of the “otal expense bud-
get under the aduinistration of the Board of Education; in the following
two years, Title I funds represented a decreasing proportion of the totel
budget, 6.8 percent and 6.4 percent, respectively. Moreover, since the
total number of eligible children has increased, the Title I funds are
spread further with the result that there is less money per eligible
child; for each eligible child, New York City has had $360, $274, and
$247 for each of the three years respectively,

TO WHOM THE MONEY GOES

Although the amount of Title I funds is based on the total number of
needy children in the LEA, the .ioney is to be spent in those schools in
which these children are found in large numbers. Schools must prove their
eligibility for Title I funds, using crifteria established by the LFA.
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According to the U.S. Office of Education Guidelines,2 the LEA is
responsible for reaching children in areas with high concentrations of
1ow-income families. These areas, called '"poverty areas" in New York
City, should have a concentration of low-income families as high or high-
er than the citywide average. Since the 1966-67 school year the major
responsibility for designating poverty areas has resided with the Council
Against Poverty (CAP), New York City's recognized community action agency.
Schools with the greatest concentrations of children from low-income famn-
ilies are the primary focus of the legislation.

Over the years definitions of eligibility requirements for schools
in New York City have become more strict., The introduction of more spe-
cific requirements resulted in a decreasing number of eligible public
and nonpublic schools. The big decrease occurred between the 1966-67 and
the 1967-68 school years; by 1967-68, approximately half of the public
schools in New York City were able to qualify for eligibility. The Board
is quick to point out that mere eligibility of a school for Title I ser-
vices does not necessarily mean that the school will receive svch services.
Other factors, to be discussed in the chapter on Population, determine
which schools and which chiidren in the school are to participate in a
particular project, To avoid a means test for individual children, it
was generally assumed that all children attending an eligidble school met
the criterion of economic need.

The 12dersl Guidelines, in interpreting Section 205 (a) of the ESFA
of 1965, argues for the "child benefit" interpretation of the Act. That
is, arrangements or services should be designed to benefit the child
rather than the school he attends. Services to needy children attending
nonpublic schools are based, in part, on this concept. The child bene-
fit philosophy is also at the core of the Open Enrollment program. In
this project, servicecs feollow the child who elects to attend school out-
side the poverty area under an officially sponsored program of integration.
Thus, services to Open Enrollment receiving schools not otherwise eligi-
ble for Title I funds are justified.

“V.s. Ofrice of Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Guidelines: Special Programs for Educationally Depvivpd Children, ESTA
of 12§2[Titla I, Washington: U.S, “Government Printing Office, O2-35079.
Thege federsl Guidelines, Reguwlations, and Instructions supplement the
ESEA and have the force of law. Hereafter, in this report, these Guide~
lines will be referred to as the federsl Guidelines.
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WHAT THE FUNDS CAN SUPFLY

Title I funds can be used to supply meny diffe.ent kinds of services,
but may not be used to violate local contractual olLligations. Further,
Title I was intended to supplement local and stale efforts, and the ex-
penditure of Title I funds should be over and above existing expenditures
for the education of the target children. The Office of Education re-
quires LEAs to maintain the same per-pupil fiscal effort that they are
making prior to the availability of ESEA funds.

In apy Title I project, all or some °.eachers' salaries may derive
from Title I. Teachers may be paid for participating in activities in
addition to their regular duties, as for example, when they are involved
in afterschool or summer programs. Titile I funds may also pay for teach-
er training stipends and workshop fers.

Besides salaries for teaching peisonnel, there are other salaries
which may be charged to Title I. These include both professional and
nonprofessional staff -- attendance teachers and attendance workers;
guidance counselors and family assistants; social workers; auxiliary
classroom personnel, such as e.wucational aides and educational assistants;
salaries for medical, psychological, and health services; £nd, in certain
instances, salaries for school custodial service. Approxivately 85 per-
cent of Title I money is budgeted for saleries. The New York City Board
of Education budgets approximately the same percentage for similar per-
sonal services.

Title I funds are also used for other costs: textbooks, library
books, and periodicals; audiovisual materials; and teaching supplies.
These items together accounted for the second largest amount of funds
budgeted in 1965-66 ‘o 1967-68, although from the first to the third
year the percent budgeted decreased by almost half.

Costs for pupil transportation, either as regularly scheduled field
trips to places of civic and cultural interest, or as fares for visits
to dental, medical, and other clinics, may also te charged to Title I.
The amount of funds budgeted for these types of activities is very small,
aad in 1966-€7, the peak year for this type of activity, did not exceed
1.2 percent of the total budget.

Title I also ~overs expenditures for the cperation and maintenance
of the phyiical plant, for focd services, for student body activities,
for community services, for minor remodeling, and for equipment. New
York City budjets very little for food services or student body activi-
ties. Some money has been budgeted for mlnor remodeling, for example,
the remodeling of classrooms for use as prekindergarten rooms. In the
1965-66 school year, the Board of Education budgeted approximately 5 per-
cent of its total Title I funds for remodeling. This decreased subs‘an-
tially the following year, and has remained at app—oximately 0.1 percent
of the total Title I budget.

RIC
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The law is somewhat different for nonpublic schools. It prohibits
the paying of salaries of teachers or other employees of nonpublic
schools. In addition, title to, and control over the equipment used in
projects in nonpublic schools must be maintained by the public Board of
Education. No funds can be used for construction in the nonpublic
schools.

Specific projects combine services differently. Although, in gen-
eral, most projects budget the largest proportion of funds for salaries,
there are instances where most of the f~inds are allotted to materials,
or to pupil transportation, or to purchases of equipment. The distribu-
tion of funds among the different project activities often suggests the
primary intent or goal of the project.

WHAT THE MONEY IS USED FOR

Title I relies on local initiative to design projects to meet the
needs of the target population. The ESEA allows the LFAs great flexi-
bility in program content and in methodological approaches to improving
2ducation for disadvantaged youth. Nevertheless, there are restrictions
on the types of programs and services that may be funded. Some of the
restrictions are inherent in the legislation. Others reflect local con-
ditions. Still others result fram the annual cycling of funding and
evaluation.

Two legislutive limitations concern maintenance of effort and concen-
tration of effort; the former is primarily a fiscal consideration while
the latter may be characterized as more educational in nature. Many
groups have recently become concerned with LFAs' failures to use Title I
funds to supplement ongoing fiscal efforts in educating the deprived
scihool population, and are investigating possible abuses. Comparatively
less investigation has been made of concentration of effort -- the legis-
lative requirement that projects be of sufficient size, scope, and
quality to give reasonable promise of success. Both requirements will
be discussed in greater detail in this report.

Local conditions may also restrict program development. For example,
the availability of specialist personnel or classroam space often de*er-
mines the feasibility of undertaking a particular project. Furthermore,
Title I funds must be used in conformity with local contractual and other
legal odbligations. Therefore, the New York City Board of Education must
plan projects that conform not only to the requirements of the ESEA, but
also to New York State law, to the Board's own priorities, and to the
contract with the United Federation of Teachers.

The annual appropristion of funds is at variance with the optimal
time and manner for plsnning educational activities; budget plans for the
September school yeer must be completed in the prior spring. The federal
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fiscal yeAr begins in July, although the Congressional appropriation of
funds fcr the year may not be made until much later, well after the start
of school. 1In launching a new project, the timing becomes especially
important since time is needed to assemble and assign staff, order mate-
rials and equipment, and inform the participants about the program.

Title I funds have been used in New York City to finnnce activities
at every grade level fram prekindergarten to high school; for activities
with various objectives including changes in achievement, behavior, and
attitudes; for children in public schocls and in private s3chools; for
innovative activities and for expansion of ongoing activi:ies; for proj-
ects tnat are initiated by the central Board of Education and for others
initiated by local communities. Title I has financed projects in a
single school and projects that operate in hundreds of schools. There
are projects that take place during the regular schcol day as well as
afterschool and summer projects. Some of the projects are discrete and
identifiable; others are interlocked with the regular school programs
and are barely visible.

For this report the individual Title I projects have been grouped
into the following program areas: FEarly Childhood, Regular Academic,
Motivational Academic, Supplementary Academic, Enrichment, Speech, Guid-
ance, Programs for Children with Special Needs, and Teacher Training.
During the 1965 to 1958 years there were dramatic changes in the distri-
bution of funds among these different areas. Tne most important shift
occurred for the 1967-68 school year, and reflected the Board's intro-
duction of Title I priorities. Programs that were implemented during
the first and second years of the ESFA were largely expanaions of proj-
ects either already in limited operation or previously conceived. With
the adoption of formal priorities, many of these early projects were
transferred back to the tax levy budget; new projects were initiated,
others were discontinued, and scme projects were consolidsted as the
Board attempted to make itn Title I program more visible and more specif-
ically related to meeting the needs of the deprived school children.

Because one of the major political considerations in the developmen-
tal history of the ESEA revolved around possible federal control of
education, the final structure of the legislation established a new
division of governmental responsibility. All levels of government play
a role in implementing Title I. Since funds are distributed to the L¥As
according to legislative formula, there is no coampetition for funds, and
neither the state agency nor the federal government exercises much fis-
cal control. The state agency, however, has specific responsibilities
for the supervision, review, and approvel or' LEA plsngc. The federal
agency has more general responsibility for the conduct of the program at
the national level.

Educationally, Title I directed attention to the necds of deprived
students as the basis of program planning, and to the importance and
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necessity of evaluation as insuvrance that funds were being put into ac-
tivities likely to improve their education. Since passage of the Act
five years ago, there have been changes in emphasis. Today the local
educational community is concerned with community particlpation and in-
volvoment in educational activities, the need to develop a new framework
for conducting evaluvations of social-action programs, the structure of
the educational establishment, and with teacher training and retraining
in the light of new conditions and priorities. The ESEA of 1965 provided
the impetus for the re-examination of our concepts about all children,
and represents a national commitment to educationally disadvantaged
children.

18 \IL
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CHAPTER II

POPULATION: THE SCHOOLS AND TH. CHILDREN

The ESEA of 1965 was pasced to ensure that "poverty will no longer
be a bar to learning and tha£7 learning shell offer an escape from
pover‘ty.”l This plece of legislation has received recognition as a
program of social action in education, primerily aimed at changing the
social and political order, and only secondarily addressed to traditional
educational considerations. The wording of the Act, togetiier with the
rhetoric surrounding its enactment, reflected the belief of the legis-
latcrs that there is a strong correlation between poverty and educa-
tional deprivation. The real aim of thez ESEA was to reduce poverty by
increasing the quality of education for the poor.

Under Title I the LEA's yrimery responsibility is to design activ-
ities (i.e., projects) that meet the special educational needs of
educationally deprived children. Because of the way funds are alloca~-
ted to LEAs and the procedures for initiating projects under Title I,
the target child is defined first in financial (poverty) terms, and
only then, if at all, on the basis of educational deprivation. More-
over, as we will indicate, although the law focuses on eligible chil-
dren, as it has been implemented locally pupil participation has been
largely determined by enrollment in an eligible school.

In this chapter we will examine the way the target child is defined,
and the process by which school eligibility is determined in New York
City, as well as the selection of participants, and the problems of
identifying those actually receiving services as compared with those for
whom the services are intended.

ALIOCATION OF FUNDS TO LEAs

The bazic grant to the LIA is determined by the total number of
eligible children within its Jurisdiction. By law, eligibility was
defined in terms of economic deprivation -- eligible children were
between the ages of 5 and 17 from families with annual incomes of less
tuan $2,000, and from families receiving payments under the program of
Aid to Families with Dependent Children. New categories of handicapped,

lFrom Mr. Wayne Morse, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare (89th
Congress), Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965: Report
together with Minority and Individual Views, Washingtcn: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1965, No. 146, p.k.
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neglected, and delinguent children were added by amendment. For fund-
ing purposes, the total count of eligible children includes a&ll such
needy children attending public and nonpublic schools, as well as pre-
school children. For the 1965-66 school Year, New York City received
its funds on the basis of 178,126 such children. For 1966-67, New
York City received funds for 254,793 eligible children; and for the
school year 1967-68, 289,464 children were counted.

In New York City alternate poverty criteria were developed to
avoid a means test for individual children. These criteria, which were
to be consistent with the intent of the legislation, included residency
in a poverty area and eligibility for free school lunch. Each year,
individual schools submit data specifying their enrollment of children
who meet the poverty criteria. These data are the basis for the LEA's
annual application for Title I funds, and also serve as the basis for
assigning Title I services to schools with concentrated numbers of low-
income pupils.

POVERTY AREA BOUNDARIES

According to the federal Guidelines the objective for the LEA is
to reach children in areas with high concentrations of low-income
families, concentrations at least equal to the citywide average.
Theoretically, all areas should be ranked on the basis of concentration
of low~-income families, and the more concentrated areas served first.

In New York City these arcas of high concentrations of low-income
families have been called poverty areas, and by agreement with the
Board of Education, the Council Against Poverty {(CAP) has designated
them~ A poverty area is a combination of health districts; the City's
vital statistics are collected by health districts and information about
average income is available for them. Poverty area boundaries are not
necessarily congruent with school zones nor with school district bound-
aries. Fach poverty area hss a community corporation scting as the
local community action agency. The current configuration of poverty
area boundaries is a potential gource of difficulty which might beccre
exaggerated when larger amounts of Title I funds are decentralized.
Sorte evidence from the studies of the District Decentralized Title I
projects suggests that those districts experiencing the most problems
in planning and implementing Title I decentralized projects are subject

2For a more complete description of the role of the Council Against
Poverty see chapter on Community Participation in Title 1I.
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to pressures from several different community corporations.

Over the years the number of poverty areas has increased; in 1965-66
there were 16 areas, and by 1967-68 there were 26 designated poverty
areas. The boundary lines have alsc changed reflecting in part the
high mobility of the City's population and the attempt by the Board of
Education to exclude pockets of affluence located within poverty bound~
aries and to include pockets of poverty located outside the designated
areas. If changes in boundaries are made after the start of a school
year it is possible, although not 1ikely, for Title I services to be
discontinued to a school that is no longer eligible. To avoid the
possibility of disrupting & schocl during the year, and to aid in pro-
Ject planning, the CAP agreed to meet an early deadline for establish-
ing poverty area boundaries.

Redrawing poverty area boundaries each year can mean discontinuing
& project in some schools while starting the same project in aewly
cligible schools. For those projects in operation more than one year
there have been great changes in the participating schools.3 For ex-
ample, in each of the three recyclings of the Prekindergarten project,
each year between ' 30 and 150 schools were selected to participate;
only 84 of the same 3chools were continuously listed. The Qpen En-
rollment project showed a similar pattern of participation, as d'd the
projects for children in the nonpublic schools.

Because of questions about the school selection process, which
will be discussed below, it is difficu:.t to assess what proportion of
the schools added to or deleted from & recycled project result from
changes in poverty area boundaries. Since many of the schools in which
one project has been discontinued have received services under another
Title I proJect, it is not invariably & question nf a school no longer
being eligible. There may be enough instances of school ineligi-
bility resulting from changes in poverty area boundaries, however, for
the Board of Education to consider maintaining some se.vice to these
school’. Support for this may have to come from other funding sources
but the benefits to children from this kind of folleow-through may
Justify the expenditure.

Once the ereas with high concentrations of children froa low-
income families are identified, schools and children in or from those
areas are eligible for Title 1 services. Through 1965-67 it was the
practice of the Board to assume that a school physically located in a
poverty area was composed of a majority of children residing in the area.
It was, therzfore, very importent to establish meaningful boundary lines.

3
Barbara R. Heller, A History and Description of ESEA Title I in New York
City, 1965-68. Center for Urban Education, June 1968.
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SCHCOL ELIGIBILITY

In 1955-66, Title I services went primarily to Special Service
schools and to schools receiving Open Enrollment children. In 1966-67,
when CAP first desiznated the poverty areas, there was an effort to
assign Title I services to schools in ihcse areas. But it was not
until the third year that an effective attempt was made to limit
services to schools enrolling large numbers of eligible poor children.
For 1967-68 the Board of Education adopted the first formal set of
criteria for determining eligibility of individual schools. The deter-
mination of school eligibility is crucial because it is still assumed
that all children attending these schools are from low-income families,
and hence are the proper target of the legislation.

The criteria for 1967-68 fouow:!‘

A. Pupils attending schools, both public and nonpublic,
jocated in poverty areas designated by the Council
Against Poverty will be eligible for ZSEA Title I
services if 50% or more of the pupils in these schocls
reside within the designated poverty arees.

B. Pupils attending schools, both public and nonpublic,
located outside poverty areas designated by the Council
Against Poverty will be eligible for ESEA Title I services
if 50% or mere of the pupils in these schools reside
within poverty arcas, and if the distance “rom the poverty
area does not exceed the following:

1. High Schools ~ QOne mile.

2. Other Schcols - Three short blocks, or one long block
{approximately 750 feet).

C. Pupils who live in poverty areas designated by the Council
Agains® Poverty but who elect to attend schools cutside
the poverty areas under an officially sponsored program of
integration will be eligible for ESEA Title I services.

hOffice of State and Federally Assisted Progrems, New York C‘ty Board

of Education: Summary of Proposed Prograns, 1967-68, Title I -- ESEA.
August 30, 1967. The Office of State and Federally Assisted Programs,
is the Board's administrative unit responsible for funded progrems.
See chapter un Implementation.
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D. 1. Pupils in school attendance areas outside the desig-
nated poverty areas will be eligible for ESEA Title I
services if:

(a) The median retardation in reaaing is:

(1) Cne year or more in grade 5 of elementary
school.

(2) Two years or more in grade 8 of intermediate
or junior high school.

(3) Two years or more in the entering class of
high school;

AND

(b) 30% or more of the pupils in the school are eligible
for free lunch.

2. Pupils attending nonpublic schools located in the school
atzendance areas of dublic schools designated in accordance
with Dl, above, will be eligible under the same conditions
as those indicated in D1 (a) end D1 (b).

These criteria established guidelines rot only for public and ron-
public schcols within poverty areas, but also for those schools located
outside peverty area boundaries. However, the criteria were still
considered too inclusive, since all schools within poveriy areas that
enrolled 50 percent or more of their children from among residents of
poverty areas were eligible for Title I. The following year, 1958, to
further limit the number of schools, the Board of Education proposed
r~w criteria. The principal modification required all schools to meev
both the residericy and the free lunch requirements.

In recognition of the numerous difficulties involved in the collec-
tion of free lunch data from the rionpublic schools (see chapter on
lonpublic School Participation), the Board of Education adopted educa-
tional equivalents of free lunch for both public and nonpublic schools
for 1968-69. Specifically, for ary particular school, either 30 percent
or mere of the pupils must be eligible for free lunch or -- "the extent
of academi: retsrdation [Tn the school7 is similar to that which exists
in schools in which 30 percent or more of the pupils are eligible for
free lunch."5

2 {fice of State and Federally Assisted Programs, lrw York City Board of
Education. Surmary of Proposed Frograms, 1968-09, Title I -- Elementary

and Secondary Education Act, August 20, 1968. Starting with the 1967-68
school year OSFAP has prepared an annual Summary of Proposed Programs.

23
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The result of more stringent criteria was an overall reduction in
the number of public schools selected to participate in Title I projects.
In 1965-66, 696 public schools were selected to participate in Title I
projects.® In 19¢6-67, a total of 703 public schools, or 81 percent
of all City schools, were listed as participants. For 1967-53 there
was & great decrease in the number of schools selected to participate;
556, approximstely 65 percent of the total number of public schools,
were listed. Fewer schools were listed in subsequent years. The re~
duction occurred mainly for schools cutside designated poverty areas.

In 1966-67, more than three-fourths of the schools outside of poverty
areas were selected to participate, but by 1957-58, less than 40 percent
of schoois outside these z:cas were selected.

The eligihility requirements do not appear to have affected the
total number of qualifying nonpublic schools. Our tabulations indicate
that in 1905-66, 184 nonpublic schools were selected to participate; for
1956-67 titere were 217 schools. 1In 1967-68 we tabulated 19% nonpublic
schyols; the Office of State and Federally Assisted Programs, OSFAP,
reports 187 for that year, almost all of which were in poverty areas.

The Board has stated that not all eligible schools are necessarily
entitled to Title I services; factors such as available funds and the
educational deprivation of the pupils are also considered. However, it
is probable that any public school qualifying on.the basis of residency and
free lunch or educational equivalents will in fact be selected to par-
ticipate in at least one Title I projecct.

SELECTION OF PROJECT SCHOOLS

In assigning schools to projects, cor projects to schools, the Board
states that "therc should be a reasonable relatirnship between the nature
and extent of' the services supplied [I.e - the projecE? and the nature
and extent of the needs" of the pupils in the schools.' There ‘s litlle
evidence that there is such & relationship; and the procedures established
for planning projects and for selecting schools decresse the probability
of its occurrence. In 1967-68 there were 298 eligible public elementary

6Heller, op. cit. Contains a complete description of how figures on
school participation were obtained, we tallied schools listed in the
project descriptions a3 participants. The Board's figures for 1967-68
differ from the figures cited here; they report the number of qualifying
schcols, as of the time their Summary was published, as 426.

T0SFAP, Swmary of Proposed Progrems 1957-68, op. cit.
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schools; approximately 250 were selected to participate in scme aspect

of the Strengthened Early Childhood project. As far as we can determine,
th:ere was no difference between the selected and the nonselected schiools

in terms of location in poverty areas, Special Service designation, grade
span, or participation in other programs operating under Title I.

As we will discuss again in the following chapter on Objectives, the
separate Rureaus and Divisions of the Board of Education often initiate
and implement the Title I proposals. For example, projects involving
elementary school students are developed by the Elementary Schools Divi-
sion and the Program Development Section of OSFAP; the program coordina-
tor is usually a member of the Division. Guidance projects involving
elementary-2ge pupils are planned and administered by the Bureau of Child
Guidance or by the Bureau of Educational and Vocational Guidance. The
Rureaus selcct the schools to participate in their projects. Since the
Bureaus are independent of one anot.. ., an eligible school may be selected
for several projects or for rione at «&ll.

The effects of the school selection procedures vary. There are
instances, as in the Strengthened Early Child, Auxiliary Aide, and Pre-
kindergarten projects wheres these projects, opereting in many of the
same 3chools, complement each other, although certain supervisory and
coordination efforts may be duplicated. At the other extreme are the
summer projects for preschoolers, which have often resulted in compe-
tition for children. (See chapter on Early Childhood Programs.) As a
result of the way schools are selected, difficulties in articulation,
by grade and by subject matter area, within a school and between school
levels, are increased. For example, a school may participate in u
project focused in the first three grades and in another project empha-
sizing activities for older chiidren, without havinz specific services
for thcse in between. Moreover, when a particular project is recycled,
the trend has been to recycle it at the original grade levels. Thus,

a particular child in grade 2 wher an ear.y ciiildhood project was ini-
tiated, may not participate again if he is promuted to graie 3, whether
or nut he continues to need the same services. There are some exceptions;
the Five Primary Schools and the Follow-Through prcjects were specifi-
cally designed to provide some continuity. In general, articulation of
projects has been poor not only within a school but also between dif-
ferent school levels. Projects may be planned ror the junior high school
level without adequate consideration of the nature of services the feed-
er elementary schools are receiving. One result is that the school sys=-
tem is constantly proposing projects at higher grade levels than may be
necessary, and thus having less money available for the very young chil-
dren.

In the projects for children attending nonpublic schools there are
fewer qualifying ecl.cols and fewer available projects. But there are
other problems. Most eligible nonpublic schuols were scheduled to par-
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ticipate in the Corrective Reading, Corrective Mathematics, Speech
Therapy, Guidance, and Bus Trips projects each year. Many of the same
children participate in more than onc project. Since all these projects
require the participating child to leave his regular classroom, there

is competion for and duplication of services tc children as well as dis-
ruption of the regular classroom.

Up to this point we have been referrins to schools that were "selected
to participate" in projects. Not all schools selected actually do parti-
cipate. As we shall see in the chapter on Implementation, scarce resources
often meant that in some selected schools a project did not operate, in
whole or in part. There have also been instances, noted in the individ-
ual evaluation reports, where some nonpublic schools chose not to parti-
cipate either in a particular project or in the entire program; parti=
cipation of public schools was somewhat more prescribed, although they
arc often able to use assigned personnel flexibly. For exarple, a prin-
cipal could ust an additional teacher assigned to reduce class size to
teach remedial classes, claiming that his school needed the remedial
teacher more than a teacher to reduce class size. Although this kind of
flexibility nmay be desirable, its freguent occurrence would seem tc
indicatz that the design of projects and the selection of schools did not
pay cnough attention to the actual needs of a particular schocl. A4s
more and more Title I money is decentralized the cdistricts should be more
aware of the needs of individual schools, as well as of the available
resources.,

In establishing eligibility criteria and in selecting schools to
participate in Title I-funded projects, the problem is to focus and
concentrate the available funds. The intent of the law, emphasized by
the federal Guidelines and again in OSFAP's own public statements, is
{0 concentrate services on the neediest children in the neediest schools.
With the present criteria, many schools gqualify and the current Title I
allocation may rnot be large enough to provide an adegquate level of service
to all children in all the eligible schools, Two alternatives present
themselves. First, if the schools were ranked on the basis of eccnomic
deprivation, those ranked highest could b: provided with the greatost
proportion of the evailable resources, perhaps in an amount equal to
the original per-child allotment, with the remainder of the funds being
spread more thinly. Alternatively, the total number of qualifying
schools could be raduced by raising the free lunch qualification to 40O
or even 50 percent of the enrollment. As it stands now the 30 percent
cutoff, which may accurately reflect the average for the LEA, may not
guarantee a level of input necessary to ensure a reasonable promise of
substential progress. The consequence of the "something for everyone"
philosophy is that few children may actually benefit.

More realistic identification of the needs of poor children should
result in putting the funds where they will do the most good. Changes
in the design of projects, particularly in the conception of needs and
objectives, could minimize duplication and competition for children and
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make possible a tetter use of trained personnel.

IDENTIFICATION OF NEEDS FOR PROJECT PLANNING

The ESEA of 1965 clearly states that Title I projects should be
planned to meet the educational needs of the target population. Accord-
ing to the Office of Education Instructions, the LEA is to review all
relevant evaluative data from previous projects, including data on the
"educational performance and behavioral characteristics of children" in
the target population,8 and to provide a program directly related to
meeting the nceds.

The identification of the needs of & 1pecial target population
requires a knowledge of the background, performance, abilities, and
potential of the children as well as an appreciation of the more general
goals of the educational system. The federal Guidelines state this as
follows: "The Identification and understanding of these special needs
requires a knowledge of the children and their backgrounds, much as
the diagnosis of physical condition precedes treatment to improve that
condition."

Although it was clear that not every child in the target group was
educationally deprived in the same way or to the same degree, it was
believed that there are specisl educational needs common to these children
as a group but not common to other children. In order to help the iocal
educational agencies, the Office of Education prepared a list of likely
characteristics and needs of educationally deprived children. This list
grew out of a statement prepared under the direction of the Research
Council of the Great Cities Program for School Improvement, and was part
of the testimony given before the Subcommittee on Education of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, during the first session of the
Eighty-ninth Congress. Teble II-1 following lists these characteris-
tics as they appear in the Instructions for Title I applications.9

Annually, each LEA submits a 1ist of the characteristics that are
most common among its eligible children, and that are severe enough to
indicate a need for Title I services. In New York City, OSFAP completes
these data, which are available for the 1966-67 and 1967-68 school years.
The characteristics of the Naw York City target population, as listed
for 1966-67 4in decreasing order at frequency, are: negative attitude

8bffice of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Instructions for Title I 1958 Application Porms, OE-37003.
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Code
11
12

13
14

21
22

23
2k

31
32

3

TABIE II-1

CHARACTERISTICS OF EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN®

CHARACTERISTIC

Achievement

Poor performance on standardized tests

Classroom performance significantly
below grade level in reading

Achievement significantly below grade

level in other skill areas
Other achievement characteristics

(specify)
Ability

Poor performance on standardized tests

of intellectual ability
Low level in verbal functioning
T.ow level in nonverbal functioning
Other ability characteristica

(specify)
Attitude

Negative self- riage

Negative attitude Soward school and
education

Low occupational and educational
aspiration level

Expectations of school failure

Other attitude characteristics
{specify)

8Instructions, op. eit., p. 6.
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Code

41
42

L5

61
€2

ol
65
66

s

o7

CHARACTERISTIC
Behavior

High absentee rate

High dropout rate
Disciplinary pronlers
Short attention span
Other behavior charac- .
teristics (specify)

Characteris*ics Related
to Learning Difficulties

Poor health

Malnutrition

Emotional and social
instability

Lack of clothing

Other (specify)

Handicapped

Mentally r-=tarded

Hard of hearing

Deaf

Speech impaired

Visually handicapped

Serjously emotionally
disturbed

Crivpled

Other health impaired
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toward school and education, poor performance on standardized tests,
achievement significantly bel :# grade level in other skill areas

[than reading/, low level in verbal functioning, Jow occupational and
educational aspiration level, high dropout rate, disciplinary problems,
and emotional and social instability. In 1967-68 the characteristics
of aducationally deprived children were listed as: negative self-image,
achievement significently below grade level in other skill areas, poor
performance on standardized tests, low level in verbal functioning,
speech impaired, and high absentee rate. The composite picture of the
Title I child in New York City emerges; currently, he has & negative
seif-image, is achieving below grade level, does poorly on tess, is
eithier speech impuired or does not function well verbally, andé is often
absen® from school.

This characterization of the New York City target child is, of
course, both superficial and overgeneralized. There is no indication
that it is hased on any systematic assessment of the characteristics of
the target children. The 1ist of anticipated characteristics prepared
by the Office of Education was not intended to be an irnclusive or ex-
heustive statement ~- and it is not. WNor was the 1list intended to be
used in a perfunctory manner. The primary purpose of suc & list was
to direct the local program planners to consider pupil needs in the
designing of projects. As far as we can determine, Title I projects
in New York City are neither based on an assessment of pupil need, nor
are they particularly closely related to the characteristics the Board
lists as describing its eligible children.

Because pupils' needs change, sn annval assessment of needs is
necessary. Since most projects are planned by school, the nssessmuent
should < on a school~by-school basis, and should include estimates
of the number of children exhibiting esch characteristic. %he agsess-
ment could take into account factors such as pupil mobility, achievement,
attendance, delinquency, and so onj such a procedure would not necessarily
be costly since much of the information is regularly collected by the
Boerd anyway. A school profile could be developed that would provide
the rrogreém planners with sufficient data to plan and assign projects system-
atically. Furthermore, an annual reassessment would provide an indepen-
dent criterion against which tn measure program effectivenese.

THE PARTICIPATING CHILDREN

Who are the children who participate in Title I-funded activities?
How many children participate? 1In general, it is \ery difficult to an-
swer these questions. The .eason is essentially two-fold. First, in
many projects the intended target children were not specified; rather,
services were assigned to eligible schools on the assumption that the
Title I child attends a Title I school. In the second place, because of
the projects' implementation, evaluation, and tbe kinds of records main-
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tained, there are uncertainties abcut the actual mumbers and kinds of
pupil participants.

The Board of Education keeps no central records describing the
nunber of schools or classes actually participating in eny Title I project.
Schonl officials do not systematically maintair records of which classes,
grades, or children participated in one or another project. There are
records for some projects; wren available, information about the par-
ticipation oi a child is most often kept by the person in charge of the
project. There may be some indication of the amount of services a child
received, but generally there is no information about the progress he
made. A description of a child's participation in a project is usually
not recorded on his permanent record card. TFor a particular child, it is
often difficult or impnssible to know whether he received specizl addition-
al instruction in reading, or speech, or whether he participated in after-
school activities.

Moreover, the school population in New York City is extremely
mobile; each year thousands of pupils are admitted to and discharged from
the schools. In 1966-67, for exemple, there were almost 350,000 trans-
fers into, out of, and within the Ciiy public school system. Children
transfer at gll times during the school year, and are continually being
reassigned to classes within schools. There is no pupil identification
number used to keep track of the school population, and when a child is
transferred his permanent records are forwarded with im and no record
is maintained at the school he left.

The inadequacies of the record system have implications for program
planning and for both immediate and long-term evaluations. Since any
school cun be and usually is assigned more than one project, a child in
that school may participate in several projects. Although the extent
of pupil participation in simulteneous multiple projects has not been
investigated, some evidence collected incidently indicates that this may
be prevalent; in 1966-67, 37 percent of the children in the Corrective
Mathematics project were also partieipants in one other Title I project.
Jt b2comes very difficult, therefore, to measure the eftfects of one
Project on the child -- especially, as we will indicate in the chapter
on Evaluation, when the evaluator is not aware of the existence of the
other projects. Furthermore, because records are not kept in & sys-
tematic fashion, fullowup studies cannot provide data about long-tern
program effects.

In some projects, record-keering problems are counsiderably inten-
sified, and affect the project's operation. In the summer and afterschool
projects, as well as all cthers that are not based in the child's home
school, it is a common occurrence for pupil records not to be trans-
mitted on time, or at all. As a result, in many instances the project
personnel do not have sufficient information about the participants. At
the end of these projects, records ure also frequently not sent back to
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30 ‘-



EE

Q

26

the home schiol, so that the regular school staff is unaware of progress
or problems. This kind of difficulty hindered the Board of Education
personnel and the staff of the nonpublic schnols fr m coordinating their
efforts in the Evening Guidance Centers project.

The evaluations of individual projects have not provided informa-
tion about the number of pupils involved in a project, nor do they report
on the degree of participation. 1In many instances evalaations are con-
czrned with samples of schools or classes, although scme evaluations do
describe the general extent of implementation; the reports may tell us
for example, that the project operated in only 90 percent of the schools
because not enough specialist personnel were wvailable to serve all
schools. The evaluations may report that, as in the 1966-67 evaluation
of the Corrective Reading project, 92 percent of the proposed target
population was reached.

In order to report the total number of children, toward the latter
part of the 1967-68 school year the Roard's Bureau of Educational Research
attempted to obtain an unduplicated count of all children involved in
Title I activities that year. Adding together the nuszber of children
listed in the project proposals does not provide this information. First,
children may be involved in multiple projects; second, the figures in
the proposals are, at bnst; estimates of intention. For an unduplicated
count to be meaningful, it would have to consider degree of participation
(e.g., a child attending three of five remedial sessions), quality of
participation, and participation in other Title I and non-Title I projects.
Without these data, cost-benefit studies would not be valid.

It is not even feasible to obtain counts of the number of children
that the Board intended to involve in a project in any one year. The
individual projJect proposals contain space for estimating the number of
children to be served. These figures are clearly only estimates, and
the mmber of children actually involved may differ considerably. Since
project proposals are prepared in advance of final budget approval,
there are tound to be some discrepancies. Small discrepancies may not
seriously affect the project's operation, but larger discrepancies may.
For example, in both the Benjamin Freaklin Cluster project and in College
Bound the size of the target populations was estimated in advance, and
selection criteria were established. However, in neither project were
there actually as many students who -2t the criteria as had been estimated.
The result for College Bourd was a target population performing at a
level above what was initially conceived. In the Benjamin Franklin Cluster
project, on the other hand, the criteria had to be lowered in order to
use the project space, thereby louwering the general performance level
of the group and changing the original project goals.

There is ancther group of projects where the number of participants
is fewer than the total number of children exhibiting the need for such
services. Many of these projects are planned to cope with specific
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handicaps of students -- the pregnent teenager, the hsrd-of-nearing,

the suspended student, the non-English-speaking student, and the student
with severe speech defects, to mention some of these special efforts.
For these projects it is very difficult to specify why one given chila
is selected for participation while another child is not. Moreover, it
is scometimes impossible to specify who d4id the selection.

Two questions become apparent. One is: Who made the intital
estimates? Were the teachers or principals ever asked to estimate the
proportion of the children who needed the project’s services? In the
absence of &an overall assessment of the needs of the children, was there
any contact with the eligible schools, either in terms of their need
for the service at all, or in terms of how many children should be planned
for? There is lit:ule evidence of this kind of planning. It should take
place; better estimates would make possible more realistic allocations
of resources, especially in projects for nonpublic school children where
personnel days are assigned on the basis of the number of children need-
ing the service. As more Title I runds are decentralized, and each
district may have to deploy its own resources to best advantage, a care-
ful estimate of the needs and the number of children exhibiting the needs
will be helpful in formulating project plans.

The other important question, related to the making of estimates,
is the question of selection criteria for participants. The emphasis
we described on refining the criteria for school eligibility has not
been paralleled, . in the vast majority of Title I projects, by establish-
ing criteria for pupil participation. In many Title I projects the pro-
rosal is for entire schools or grade levels; no other criteria for par-
ticipation are specified and the school administrator can therefore
assign the additional personnel to & variety of tasks for any rclass or
group of children. Many of thesc large projects are nonvisible, tha-
is, neither the target children nur the specific project activities are
described in the proposal.

Part of the rationale for these projects is the assumption that all
children attending an eligible school are from low-income families and
thus are all entitled to Title I services. However, in actuality projects
based on this assumption do not provide services to all the children in
a school; some selective factor operates. An extreme example of this
reasoning occurs in the Open Enrollment project where Title I funds are
allocated to schools receiving the Open Enrcllment children. some of the
Title I statf were specialists included to provide intensive instruction;
others were additional teachers included in the proposal to reduce class
size because of the schools' increased registers. This created a para-
dcxical situation for the schools: if the Open Enrollment children were
singled cut for service, it might defeat the larger project goal of in-
tegration. If, on the other hand, the additional resources were directed
to the entire school, there was no guarantee that the Open Enroliment
children would receive direct penefits.

ERIC 3a°
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Some Title I project proposals do state requirements for pupil
participation. The project for pregnant girls, the corrective projects
for nonpublic school children, and the College Discovery and Development
projects are examples of projects in which selection criteria were
stated clearly enough to identify the intended population. The ease with
which the actual participant can be described depends in part on the
faithfulness with which the criteria were implemented or departures noted.
For example, the proposals for the corrective projects specified a degree
of retardation in the particular subject but did not specify how retarda-
ticn was to be measured or judged; this is not in itself necessarily a
drawhack since some flexibility is desirable. However, the evaluations
irdicated that estimates of retardation differed for different schools,
and that some poor diagnostic techniques were used. Moreover, retarda -
tion in the particular subject was nct only +the only criterion; often
the regular classroom teacher referred children who showed discipline
problems, or were emotionally disturbed, or hai other nonacademi: prob-
lems. Some departures from stated criteria may be appropriate, but
without an understanding of the actual basis for the selection of the
participants it is impossible to arrive at conclusive statements about
project outcomes.

The law is clear in many respects. It directs the LEAs to iden-
tify their economically and educationally deprived school children,
assess their needs, and plan a concentrated program to meet the special
educational needs of the most severely deprived. New York City has
attempted to identify and limit its Title I program primarily by making
its school eligibility reqQuirements more strict, thereby limiting the
number of qualifying schools and children. At the same time, the Board
of EZducation has reduced the total number of different projects and
activities in the hope of concentrating its resourccs.

1..c most ignored part of the mandate is to assess the nature and
extent of the needs of the target population and to concentrate activ-
ities on meeting these needs. legislatively, concentration meant that
projects be of sufficient size, scope, and quality to give reasonable
promise of substantial ncogress toward meeting the needs. Implicit in
the legislation is that an appropriate level of effort would be equiv-
alent to the LEA's per-child allotment. That is, if New York City
receives $250per child, that much should be expended for each child in
addition to what his education normally costs the City. For some pro-
Jects the City probably spends considerably more per child, while for
other projects the per-child expenditure is probably less. The nec-
essary level of effort will probably differ with the type of need

exhibited and the severity of the need. These qQuestions are amenable
to research.

The evidence from a study of three years and one hundred projects
suggests that more progress is made in those projects in which the
needs of the children are identifiable and describable. The reason for
the increased likelihood of success in projects such as those for preg-
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\. nant girls, or for children with special hearing limitations, or for
. those with college potential m~y be that once the need is apparent,
appropriate and intensive sirategies can be developed for meeting the

( problem. This evidence has an extremely important implication for the
futvre.
l To attempt to meet all the needs of all the target children at
) the same time would require much more money and much more understanding
. then 18 currently available. Without further limiting the number of
2 participants in Titlz I projects, the present resources could be con-

centrated by treating each child's most pressing need. This is no
; easy task. It involves developing diagnostic instruments or techniques
| for identifying major needs. It also requires a firm understanding of
i how children learn so that we can set priorities and make decisions such
&s whether to attempt to treat a child's absenteeism or first attempt
¢ to work on his reading problem.

From the information available to us we believe that this approach

' to need assessment and program design is worthy of consideration. It

o rermits concentration of activity withoat further limiting the number of

' children who can be involved in Title I projects. Further, it would

i permit a child to see his own progress -- an important motivational
factor that might have beneficial carryover effects in meeting his other

[ problems.
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CHAPTER III

OBJECTIVES: PROGRAM DEVEIOPMENT

In this chapter we will examine the process of program development
with special emphasis on project obJectives. Some understarding of the
historical setting snd background is necessary for an appreciation of
the recurrent problems involved.

With the passage of the ESEA in April 1965, the New York City Board
of Education was faced with the challenge of immediately develuping and
implementing $65 million worth of programming beginning with the
1965-66 school year. In the school year 192&-65, prior to the ESEA,
the New York City Board of Education was already operating many special
programs for disadvantaged school children. Almost 300 of the elemen-
tary and Jjunior high schools in the City had bLeen designated Special
Service schools, so classified on the basis of pupils' reading and lan-
guage limitations and other criteria, and were receiving additional
allocations of presonnel and materials. There were 100 prekindergarten
classes in 34 schools in less privileged areas of the City. There were
special school retention projects and guidance centers for out-of-school
youth. The free-choice Open Enrollment project and a School Utilizaticn
Program, designed to promote integration, had been in effect for severel
years. The summer school program for elementary, junior high, ani high
school students had started the previous summer, ani afterschool study
centers were operating in many areas. Special efforts designed to up-
grade education had resulted in the Higher Horizons and More Effective
Schools programs. Attention was being directed to students with social,
emotional, and health problems; early identification, and career guid-
ance programs had been established; there were classes for handicapped
youth, hospitalized youth, and children who were socially maladjusted
and emotionally disturbed, as well as a project for children learning
English as a second language. These projects were financed primarily
from the regular school budget, since federal ald to New York City in
1964-65 amounted to only 0.5 percent of the schools' total operating
expense budget.

Assuming that ongoing expenditures for projects that fell within
the aims of the new legislation would be continued, Title I funds were
to be spent to expand and improve the educational programs for disad-
vantaged children in the elementary and secondary schools. Largely as
a result of uncertainties about funding, and 1limits on staff and time,
most of the first year's projects were expansions of activities already
in small-scale operation or previously contemplated. The budget for
the ten largest projects was over $50 million. In decreasing order
of funding they were: Comprehensive High Schools, More Effective Schools,
Improved Services, Transitional Schovls, Open Enrollment, Head Start,
Middle Schools, the Summer School Program, the program for the Socislly
Maladjusted and Emotionally Disturbed, and the summer Teacher Training
Institutes.
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The Middlae Schools project and the Comprehensive High Schqglg project
werc not compensatory programs, but were &imed at reorganizing the school
system into a 4-4-4 grade structure in accord with the Allen plan of 1954,
There were many other inctances in the first year where Title I money was
used to expand ongoing citywide programs. For example, in the Summer
Scheol projects and in the After School Study Centers, which had existed
prior to the ESEA, Title I funds were used in schools in disadvantaged
neighborhoods while tax levy funds were used to support the identical
program in other areas of the City. The Open Enrollment project had been
compietely funded by tax levy funds since 19G0; More Effective Schools
started in ten schools in 1964 with tax levy funds; and in 196l Head Start
was supported by Office of Economic Opportunity funds. When Title I
funds became available they were used to expand these projects,

In other of the large projects, such as Transitiona® Schools and
Imoroved Services, nonteaching positions, such as secretaries and assis-
tants-to-princi,als, were budgeted under Title I. This practice con-
tinued, although on a much reduced scale, into the 1967-68 school year.

It seems unlikely that the drafters of the ESEA anticipated using Title I
to strengthen the school administration or to fund citywide changzs in the
organizational structure of the schools, even assuming that the LFA des-
perately needed to undertake these activities.

By the second school yea" there were some changes in program em-
phases, although most of the 19005-66 projects were recycled. The projects
with the largest budgets, totalling approximately $58 million, included
Improved Services, Comprehensive High Schools, Transitional Schools,

More Effective Schools, Open Enrollment, Middle Schools, Prekindergarten,
Head Start, After School Study Centers and the Summer School projects.
Several modifications were incorporated in the proposals for these projects,
including more school aides, more experienced teachers, an¢ inereased
allotments for supplies and materials.

The spring semester of the 1966-67 year forecast many future changes;
for the first time Title I funds were decentralized; some funds were
allotted for planning activities, including planning of the summer College
Bound project and the project for paraprofessionals; increased monies
were assigned to projects for physically and enotionally handicapped
children; and there were renewed attempts to involve bo%h public and non-
public school children at the same project site.

In the third year there was more emphasis on defining school eligi-
bility. More attention was paid to the needs of specific schools, which
took the form of an increased number of single-school projects, Some
flexibility was built into programs -- as evidenced by the mandated District
Decentralized projects and the provision for schools with insufficient
registers for inschool programs to conduct afterschool activities at a
central location.

Drastic chenges in the content of programs were made in 1907-68. In
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line with the newly established Board of Educatioa priorities, almost

$18 million was budgeted for early childhood programs, while approx- L
imately $16 million more went into District Decentralized activities.
There was an increase in the number of medium~-sized projects, with a
corresponding decrease in the number of large projects. The largest
project was Compensatory Education, budgeted at gbout $15 million. This
project is fllustrative of the beginning of a movement away from using
Title I funds for activities that were not well focused, i.e., not visible.
In the first two years a large proportion of Title I money was used for
projects which were not easily separable from the ongolng activities in
the schools; in many instances, Title I was used to add positions %o

many schools, scattering_them across grades end subject areas. According
to OSFAP's own analysis,” during 1966-67 almost $40 million of Title I
funds was budgeted for such unfocused services to schools with large
nuzbers of poverty children. For the 1967~68 school year, the Board in-
tended to budget approximately $16 million for such services, a reduction
of more than 50 percent; of this amount, almost all was allotted to one
project, Compensatory Education. This reduction represents an attempt

to consolidate and reduce the expenditures for the nonvisible Title I
projects. The Board anticipates that the entire burden for these agtiv-
ities will eventually be transferred to the regular school budget.

DESIGNATION OF PROGRAM PRIORITISS

The federal Guidelines define a program as the sum of the LEA's
Projects which contribute to its overall plan for meeting the special ed-
ucational need of educatiorally deprived children. Does New York City needs
have such an overall plan for its Title I activities? As we have indica-
ted, for the first two years New York City tended to expand and improve
on programs in prior operation. Starting with the 1367-68 year the Board
of Education and the CAP formulated a set of priorities to govern the
development of Title I activities. (See chapter on Community Participa-
tion in Title I.) Tne priorities &pply primarily to activities for child-
ren in the public schools. Since the ESEA 1imits the nature of services
to children attending nonpublic schools, only within these limits may
priorities be established; the specific projects for nonpublic school
children are planned by the Standing Committee of Nonpublic School

Ta separate chapter of the report is devoted to eact progrém area.

20SFAP, Summary of Proposed Programs 1967-68, op. cit.
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Representatives and OSFAP. Following are the priorities which, with
only a slight modification, are still maintained:

Programs for early childhood education.

Programs for academic improvement, with emphasis on reading
and other basic skills.

Programs involving a decentralized approach to budgeting and
programming.

Development of a career ladder for nonprofessionals with
emphasis on careers in education for people from the community.

Programs fostering community involvement in the schools.

Teacher training and retraining, in the light of the priorities
noted above.

Our classification of the Title I projects into program areas for
this repnrt parallels the stated priorities. The reader is reminded that
since we decided to classify each project in only one program area some
arbitrary decisions were made; thus the classification by primary focus
ignores many other aspects -- often significant in scope -- that pertain
to other program areas. As the data in Table III-1 on the following
page indicate, there is a close correspondence between our program area
categories and the priorities, Starting with the 1967-68 sclwol yesr, the
actual allocation of Title I funds conforms to the Board's statement of
intent.

The primary question about these stated priorities is whether they
relate to the needs of the target children, especially the most pressing
aducational needs. The Formal ztatement of priorities is concerned with
input procedures and techniques; there is no assurance that concentrating
activities slong these lines will bring about change in children. It is
an assumption that the technique of a decentralized approach, for exanmple,
or community inmiolvement, or teacher training will result in desired pupil
performance.

PROJECT DESIGN

The federal Guidelines suggest that each project be judged on its
ability to contribute toward achievirg the goals of the total program.
In designing each individual project the LEA is responsible for select-
ing objectives based on its estimates of pupil need. The Office of
Education has provided a list of project objectives whica parallel its
statement of the characteristics generally &ssociated with educationally
deprived children (see previous chapter.) Table II1-2 on page 35 sum-
marizes the 1ist of program objectives, with their code numbers.
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TABLE III-1

AMOUNT AND PROPORTION OF TITLE I FUNDS BUDGETED BY PROGRAM CONTENT AREA,
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB2
‘ (Funds in Thousands)

Funds Budgeted by School Year

FROGRAM AREAS 1965-66 and 1966-67 and | 1967-68 an
AND OTHER Susmer 166 r '67 Summer 168 _ |
ACTIVITIES Amount | Percont | Amount | Percent | Amount ¢ Percent
Early Childhood 9,275 1 8,599 11 18,217 25
Regular Academic 39,042 58 43,206 57 27,058 37
Motivational

Academic 830 1 1,877 2 5,409 7
Supplementary

Academic 7’603 11 9: 576 13 2)39’4 3
Enrichment 352 1 121 0 118 0
Speech 379 1 T 645 1 210 o]
Guidance 3,360 5 7,224 | 10 2,807 4
Special Needs - - 181 0 96 0
Teacher Training 6,091 9 1,820 2 453 1
Parents and

Faraprofessionals - - 502 1l 677 i
District

Decentralized - - 1,496 2 16,197 22
Planning and

Testing - - 129 0 63 0
TOTAL AMOUNT

BUDGETED® $66,932 | 100 | $75,376 99% | $73,698 | 100K

8CAB is the Central Administration Budget (see chapter on Implementation,)
bPinal budget figures and expenditures were not available for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for this report.

Cpercentages d¢o not add up to 100 because of rounding.
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TABLE IIf{-2

PROJECT OBJECTIVES FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN - ESEA TITLE 12

Code OBJECTAVES

11

13

s

21

22
23

2k

31
32

33
34
35

Achievement

To improve performance as measured

by standardized achievement tests

To improve classroom performance in
reading beyond usual expectations

To improve classroom performance in
cther skill areas beyond usual
expectations

Other achievement objectives (specify)

Ability

To improve performance as measured

by standardized tests of intellectual
ability

To improve children's verbal functioning
To improve children's nonverbal
functioning

Other objectives related to abilities

(specify)
Attitudes

To improve the children's self-image
To change (in a positive direction)
their attitudes toward school and
education

To raise their occupational and/or
educational aspirational levels

To increase their expectations of
success in school

Other objectives related to children's
attitudes (specify)

[ 3
Instructions, op. cit., p.13
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Code OBCECTIVES

1]
4o

L3

L

b5

51
52
53

5L
55

Behavior

To improve the children's
average daily attendance
To improve the holding
power of schools (to de-
crease the dropout rate)
To reduce the rate and
severity of disciplinary
problems

To improve and increase
the children's attention
span

Other objectives related
to children's behavior (specify)

Conditions Related to Learning

To improve the physical
health of the children

To improve the nutritional
health of the children

To improve the children's
emotional and social
stability and/or that of
their families

To provide adequate clothing
for the child:en

Other objectives related to
learning conditions (srecify)
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The mardate behind the instructions issued to the LEAs was excellent:
assess the needs of your children, design a plan to meet the needs, and
match specific project objectives to the overall plan. In furnishing a
precoded set of project objectives, the Office of Education was attempt-
ing to provide a standard framework in which the LEAs' project could be
designed, implemented, and evaluated. In fairness it should be saii that
the list of objectives was probably intended as a shorthand statement.
Vhile there is overlap between some objectives on the list and while
others are stated too generally, the principal disadvantage of the pre-
coded listing has not been in the wording but rather in the autcmatic way
it has been used.

In the first place, there has been confusion between means on the one
hand, and ends or objectives on the other. For example, in applying for
Title I funds the Board of Education has most frequently proposed the
following objectives: to improve classroom performance and/or achieve~
ment on standardized tests in reading and other skill areas; to improve
self-image and to increase expectations of success in school; to improve
attitudes toward school and education; to improve attendance; to in-
crease the holding power of 3he schools; to raise nccupational and/or
educational aspiration levels; and to improve the j.rent-school relation-
ship. In the 1967-€3 schoo’. year, in conforiaity to the new priorities,
tte Board began to add the following objectives: to reduce the pupil-
teacher ratio, to provide teacher aide services &and instructional materials,
and to provide innovative teaching techniques, approaches, and methods
of instruction.

A brief consideration will show that in many »f these statements,
especially the ones more recently adopted, there is confusion between
what an objective is and what constitutes a means to the objective. Im-
proving pupil performance as measured by standardized reading or math-
ematics t2sts is an objective; training teachers for remedial classes is
one of the means to accomplish it. Improving pupil attitudes toward
education is an objective, which may be accomplished by reducing class
size, or adding paraprofessionals or tutors, and 80 on. Program planners
have not differentiated objectives for pupils from pedagogical techinyues
or procedures.

In the second place, applications for individual Title I projects
have been unclear in stating what they seek to accomplish. The way
objectives are stated is of crucial importance to the planning, imple-
mentation, and evaluation of & project. The objectives often determine
the target population, the procedures and techniques necessary to im-
plement the project, and the kinds of criteria developed for assessing
success.

For each Title I project each year an individual project applica-
tion is prepared. This constitutes an official description of the
project; it is & guide to what is to be accomplished and now this is to
be done. The forr:al project application form, or proposal, requires that

11
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objectives to be stated in several places and in different ways. They

are summarized is major aims, are listed by code number, and are ampli-
fied in the narrative description section ot the proposal. Objectives
may te stated or implied in other portions of the proposal as well. For
example, tte sections devoted to project procedures, to budget, and to
evaluation not ocnly specify the intended activities, but help define

their relative scope and importance. In some project applications,
however, ot jectives were listed but with no provision for implementation
in terms of time, staff, or budget allocation. The projects designed

,0 foster integration are an example. A major aim of these projects

(see chapter on Regular Academic Programs) was to foster integration
among school children; the project procedures, however, were written in
terms of acrdemic achievement. No funds were set aside and no plans were
developed svecifically to foster iutegration. As a consequence, there was
great variesion among schools not only in the ways they chose to implement
this goal, but whether they emphasized it at all. In addition. the eval-
uvators did not assess the projects' attainments in terms of integration;
for example, in the first year's evaluation of the Title I Open Enrollment
projecl, nc count was made of the number of children who attended inte-
grated schcols under this program.

There sre other exumpies where objectives were not supported by
direct provision for implementation. These objectives, which we will
call "unspecified,” can be defined as those for which no means of impie-
mentation are evident. It is not clear whether unspecified objectives
are to be either implemented or evaluated. In the Open Enrollment
example above, the unspecified objective was generally neither implemenrted
nor evaluated, although it probably should have been. On the other hand,
the Corrective Mathematics project lists, among other objectives, the
improvement of pupils' reading skills; no special work on reading was
included. In thie project it is fairly clear that the reading objective
was not to be evaluated. As a general principle, all objectives in a
proposal should be implemerted and evaluated. Whether to implement or
evaluate any particular objective should not be determined by the ease of
doing so. If these kinds of aims continue to be included in project
proposals, the situation would be clarified if they were treated as a
"general hope''rather than as a definite objective.

In examining the separate project proposals one is struck by the
lack of conformity between statements of cbjectives located in the differ-
ent sections of the proposals, as well as by the difference in thne degree
to which they are spccified. In addition, the proposals list the objec-
tives withcut any explicit indication of their relative importance. This
has serious implications for ensuring that a projzct will be carried
out in the schools as it was designed. Differences between statements
of objectives, and differences in interpretations of the importance of
each objective, may be important reasons wily schools participating ir any
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one rroject vary so greatly in how they implement the project, and hence
why they vary so greatly in out~ome.

Lack of clarity or specificity in stating objectives may lead to
nothing more than vague statements describing what took place and what
was achieved. Evaluators can reach conclusive statements as to the
attainment of objectives only if the objectives are clear, specirlic,
delimited, and stated behaviorally. School administratora cannot imple-
ment a project as planned unless they are provided with clear and specific
guides. Many school administratora have never seen a statement of project
objectives. If the cbjectives are to s=rve as a guide for project imple-
mentation, they are of no value unless they are systematically dissemi~
nated to the staff involved in carrying out the project.

OBJECTIVES RELATED TO PROJECT PRCCEDURES

There is one, and only one, legitinate goal for Title I: the meeting
of children's educational needs through modification of their school ex-
perience. Need is vsed here in its most general sense, and includes
classroom performance, subject skills, and attitude toward the self, the
school, education, and society. Schonl experience is also used in a
general sense to include such things as pretchooling and increased parental
involvement in the educational procees. With Title I funds, each and
every input into the academic experience should have as its ultimate aim
a change in the pupil's academic performance.

Before considering the interrelatiionship between objectives and the
technigues to reach them, it may be well to examine, as an exennple, the
Strengthened Early Childhood project. 1In this project, the stated objec-
tive was tc reduce the pupil-teacher ratio in first and second grade
classes. Obviously, this is not a legitimate end goal for a Title I
activity; in fact, this statement is a description of a procedure to be
used to accomplish something else, and implicit in the statement is a
series of assumptions which relate, directly or indirectly, to improving
the school performance of first and second graders. The underlying
assumptions may be that (1) it is possible to reduce the pupil-teacher
ratio; (2) the reduced ratio will afford the teacher the opportunity
to individuaiize instruction or make other instructional modaifications;
and (3) modifications in instructional techniques result in desirable
changes in the child’'s academic performance.

In the project's statement of objectives and in the Board's stated
priorities there is a nagging, pergistent failure to distinguish between
the means for accomplishing something, and the goal to be accomplished.
Means end goals are related, and it is important to highlight the nature
of the relationship for several reasons: Title I successes are often
reported in {erms cf how many guidance counselors were provided, how
zany books were ordered, or how many classes were reduced in size as
a result of the program. Perhaps of more importance, all too often
there i8 no distinction between failure to implement a project and
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project failure, i.e., failure to modify pupil behavior. Compensatory
programs are frequently unsuccessful because they were never implemented;
the most obvious examples of this are the Five Primary Schools project
and the Academic Achievement yproject. In many other projects complete
implementation is not uchievea.

It is with the stage of project implementation that the monitoring
role for evaluators could be d-vel-ped. Measuring the extent of imple-
mentation is relatively simple and quantitative. By definitien, such
measurement is short-term, for this kind of implementation must take place
well within the span of the project. Teachers and counselors and books
can be counted, ratios determined, attendance taken, and the information
can be fed back immediately to responsible people who can take any nec-
essary corrective action to ensure that the project is being put inte
effect. There is a qualitative aspect to implementation that should also
bz noted; the experience of teachers and counselors, the relevancy of
the books, and the way the reduced ratio is achieved, in addition to how
many, may have some bearing on the outcomes.

In our example of the Strengthened Early Childhood project, and in
many other projects as well, there are intermediate effects of implemen-
tation which may be still somewhat removed from the ultimate change in
pupils. Certain changes in the educational agents, people or practices,
are assumed to result from the procecures and techniques. In the example
cited above, modified teaching practice should result from the reduction
in pupil-teacher re.io. The modified teaching practice should, in fturn,
have a direct influence on the child. Teacher training, career ladder,
and psrent involvement projects seek to effect changes in the educational
agents so as to improve the child's performance. Other types of projects
are directed to eliminating obstacles to learning. It is believed, for
example, that poor health, poor diet, inadequate motivation, and emotion-
al problems affect & child's ability to profit from educational opportu-
nitles. Removal or amelioration of the debilitating effects of these
obstacles ~- just as with modification of instructional techniques -~ is
& necessary precursor to improverment in a child's educational performance.

Many Title I projects fail to promote these kinds of changes. The
Strengthened Early Childhood project did reduce the pupil-tescher ratios,
but reduced ratios per se resulted in no demonstrable changes in teaching
behaviors, and no measured changes in pupil performance. Similiarly,
the More Effective Schools project modified the climate of the school
and the classroom, but without specific additional training the teachers;
did not change their teaching styles.

Assessment of intermediste effects on the educational agents or on
pupils involves estimates of change; these effects are therefore, not
as easy to measure as the number of pupils in a classroom. 1In the past,

hNathan Kravetz and Edna Phillips, Special Primary Program in Five Schools,

1958-69. Center for Urben Educasion, October 1969. iouise rox, Yresrams to

Improve Academic Achievement in Poverty Area Schools, 1968-£9. Center for
Urban Education, October 1969,
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measures of intermediate program effects have usually consisted of self-
reports and reports or ratings by others. Since it is so important to
assess change here, normative instruments, standards of comparison, and
baseline data reed to be developed.

The final concern is of course with changes in pupils' academic
performance. More attention needs to be given to specifying desirable
behaviors ag ‘hey relate to pupil needs, and to developing new criterion
measures and new estimates of effectiveness. Since attainment of the
ultimate goal may not occur within one year, additional research is
necessary to determine after what period of time, and after what amount
of effort a change in pupil performance can be expected. We need to
know not only how long it takes to improve achievement, but also how
durable the effects will be. A reading project, or Head Start, may
show improvement in achievement by the end of the project year; however,
these projects are truly successful only if the immediate gains last.
The success of College Discovery and Development can be measured by how
meny students enter college each year, but how many graduate is a prob-
lem of durability extending beyond the one-year mandated evaluation.

Success with Title I, in the above view, is relative and cumulative.
If project objectives can be stated in successive levels of expectation,
continuous modifications and improvements are possible. We believe
that such an apprcach would focus the attention of program planners and
evaluators on testing the relationships between what is to be done and
what is expected to result from it. A large part of the effort of pro-
gram development should be concerned with evolving new techniques and
strategies designed to accomplish the obJectives. At the same time,
a large part of the evaluation effort should be directed to testing the
underlying relationships between means to the end and the end itself.

SIZE, SCOPE, AND QUALITY

Section 205 (a) of the ESEA states that pro,ects are to be "of suf-
ficient size, scope, and quality to give reasonable promise of substan-
tial progress toward ueeting" the educational nerds of deprived children.
The federal Guidelines interpret this concept of concentration of effort
to mean that the total program should bte planned in such a way as to
ensure that all the needs of the children are beirg met, and use the fol-
lowing example. If a remedial reading project is so widespread and
expensive as to exclude eyeglasses or motivational sctivities, without
which the child would be unlikely to benefit from remedial instruction,
then this approach is ineffective because it ignores the other special
needs of the children. In our opinion, to concentrate effort in this way
might require limiting the size of the target population, in view of the
limited resources of the ESEA and of the school system.

Alternatively, since the concept of concentration of effort is
applicable to the intensity of the project activities as well it might
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be worth vonsidering concentrating activities on a child's primary need
and providing services intensive enough to effect change. To do this,

we reed to know whether, for example, one hour per week of remedial in-
struction is adequate to effect improvement in a child two years retarded.
We need to know if the services of one guidance counselor can effect
change in 200 pupils; or whether the reduction of class size by an average
of 1.5 pupils will really permit the teacher to individualize instruction.

The Question of whether Title I activities are sufficiently concen-
trated is immensely complex. We do not have adequate records of children's
participation in projects, nor do we have data on the cost of activities.
We have a few estimates of the extent of project implementation, but not
in a form in which we can do the studies that we feel are necessary, More-
over, we do not know enough abcut educating the educationally deprived.
There have been few systematic attempts to relate the amount and quality
of irput to the kind of desired output. Educators may be committed to the
belief that small class size is beneficial, for example, without knowing
whether a reduction of one or two, or five or ten children alone makes a
significant difference in teaching style or results. We know the guidance
counselor to pupil ratio that is usual, but we do not know if this is the
optimal ratio. We assume that teacher training is related to improvements
of some kind for the child; we do not know whether teacher training results
in changed classroom behavior of teachers, and we are far from being able
to match the type and guality of teacher training with the desired mod-
ifications in pupil behavior. These questions extend beyond the scope of
Title I. Title I activities, however, should be planned in a way that
will shed some light on these issues.

CATEGORIZATION OF PROJECTS BY NEEDS

Many Title I projects state the same aim and purport to meet similar
pupil needs. As an example, let us examine the objective "to improve
verbal functioning.” During the 1965-67 school year this statement
appeared in the list of objectives of the following projects: Improved
Services, Open Enrollment, More Effective Schools, Middle Schools, Basic
Speech Improvement Socially Maladjusted and Emotionally Disturbed,
Corrective Mathematics, Speech Therapy, Evening Guidance, and TV and AV
Teacher Training. 'Improved verbal functioning, however, does not have
the same meaning in these different projects. What accounts for the dif-
ference in reaning?

First, the groups of children served by these various projects
differ widely. They attend public and nonpublic schools; they range in
grade from early elementary through the junior high school level and in-
clude nongraded classes as well. The children may be normal or may
suffer from physical and emotional handicaps. Their problems may include
severe speech difficulties, minor 8speech problems such as accents, dif-
ficulty in classroom expression, or language Droblems secondary to other
academic problems.
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Second, the relative importance of improved verbal functioning
varies; in the Corrective Mathematics project ihis particular objective,
if it is more than a general hope, is obviously secondary to the objec-
tive of improving achievement in mathematics. In the Basic Speech Improve-
ment and Speech Therapy projects, the improvement of verbal functioning
15 the most important goal, although its precise meaning depends on the
needs of a specific group of ch' !dren.

Third, the meaning of the objective may differ according to the pro-
cedures and pedagogical techniques proposed for achieving it. Inservice
training of teachers may be the technique employed; other techniques may
include the assigrment of special speech teachers or of additional teachers
to reduce class size. Other projects might propose to improve children's
verbal functioning by alloting more instructional materials and supplies,
or by changing the classroom organization.

A final factor differentiating the meaning of the objective is the
changes expected in student's performance. How an objective is evaluated
defines in part what is, or could have been, meant by the objective. 1In
some instances, it would be appropriate to measure verbal functioning by
counting the number of questions asked by pupils or the frequency of
their responses. The same measures may not be applicable to the Speech
Therapy project where more sophisticated evaluation techriiques might
better be employed.

One solution to many of these problems may be to fashion the projects
around the cbjectives, for example, by gathering together as one project
all services meant to improve speech. The different speech needs of the
target population will determine the different procedures for implementa-
tion and the different techniques for evaluation.

There are advantages to this or to a similar kind of grouping around
primary objectives that go beyond this report. For program implementers
more effective deployment could be made of scarce special’st personnel;
there would be less duplication of effort, less competition for children,
and increased opportunity to tailor project activities to specific pupil
needs. Projects could be aimed at meeting the child's major need, and
the level of services could be greatly intensified. Within such a frame-
work, mere innovative approaches, on a pilot basis, would be practicable.
In evaluating projects within such a single area, more critically decisive
comparisons could be made between various approaches and techniques, re-
lating outcomes to the inputs. And decision makers would have available
the necessary information on which to base future allecations of funds.

4'7-.
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CHAPTER 1V

IMPLEMENTATION:  PLANNING, ADMINISTRATION, AND FINAKCES

All local educational agencies have problems in implementing
Title I projects. Some of the problems are bveyond their control and
result from the legislative process, the annual funding cycle, and
some uncertainty in the relationship that is mandated among the three
levels of government involved. New York City has unique problems in
getting projects carried out a3 originally designed. Many of its »rob-
lems relate to the great size and complexity of its school system, while
others result from the particular local arrangements made for administer-
ing and cperating the program.

In this chapter we shall examine scme of New York City's special
difficulties in planning and implementing the Title I program as well
as other general problems likely to be faced by all LEAs.

LOCAL ADMINISTRATION

Prior to the actual signing of the ESEA into law, and in the ab-
sence both of guidelines and of an appreciation of the scope of the
anticipated program, the Board of Education's first major decision was
whether to create a new organization to administer Title I, or to try
to incorporate the new responsibilities into the existing structure.

In large measure, the Board chose the latter policy. From the very
beginning, Title I activities were not treated separately from other
educational matters; Title I program content and administrative respon-
sibility have been very mu.n a part of the City's educational system,

as will become clear through examination of the organizational structure.

Although committees were organized and meetings scheduled, 1% was
not until June 1965, two months after the passage of the Act, that the
first Title I coordinator was appointed. Assisted by a small staff sc-
lected for their famfliarity with other federal and state reimbursement
programs, this group became the nucleus of the Office of State and Fed-
erally Assisted Programs (OSFAP). In December 1965, too late to effect
changes for the second, 1966-67, Title I school year, an Assistant Super-
intendent was appointed to take charge of these activities. This Office
remained essentially unchanged until the start of the 1969-70 school year
when it became part of a new Division of Funded Programs, State and Fed-
eral. Over the years, there was an increase in the size of OSFAP and
in their responsibilities. For example, OSFAP became directly respon-
sible for the administrstion of Title III of the ESEA, and for the 1968
State Urban Education Program.l The State Urban Education Program re-

lsubdivision 11, Section 3602, Education Law, New York State.
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quirements generally parallel those for Title I -- the funds are for
programs for school children who meet the criteria of educational
underachievement due to conditions of poverty. This program, under

the sponsorship of the New York State Education Departnent, made al-
most $%44 million available to New York City to operate the program

the first year. As we shall see later, beginning in the summer 1968
many programs were transferred back and forth vetween these two sources
of funds.

Prior to Title I, special educational programs were under the
Jurisdiction of the different Offices, Bureaus, or Divisions of the
Board of Education. Thus, for example, the Bureau of Educational and
Vocational Guidance administered many of the special guidance programs.
The same pattern of responsibility was carried over into Title I, since
most of the first year's Title I projec.s were expansions of programs al-
ready in operation. Despite the formation of OSFAP to supervise and
coordinate the Title I activities, other units within the Board of Ed-
ucation's organizational structure were, and continue to be, respon-
sible for specific aspects of Title I. These Offices and Bureaus play
a large role in proposing and developing plans for new projects. They
initiate most of the projects funded under Title I, select the partici-
pating sciiools, propose the kinds and numbers of staff needed, and de-
cide on the instructional strategies and materials. Moreover, the
Bureaus are largely responsible for the projects' day-to-day operation.

We have already indicated some of the difficulties resulting from
the school selection process, including the competition for staff and
pupils and the duplication of services. Therc is another more theoret-
ical and perhaps more important implication which stems directly from
this organizational pattern: namely, these Offices plan, administer,
and operate the regular educational program in New York City, which it-
self may not be reeting the needs of the City's children ~- hence the
need for ESEA in the first instance. The same groups exercise relative
control over Title I programming, and this arrangement seems, by its
very nature, to foster "more of the same." It may thus be a real ad-
vantage for Title I to operate outside the system.2 One of the prom-
ises of the decentralized approach to prograrming is that new groups
of interested people may take a fresh look at the problems and develop
more innovative solutions,

Although OSFAP s the central administrative unit, its control
over and coordination of projects is limited and primarily nonprogram-
matic. The more important decisions about general priorities remain
with the members of the Board of Education who set general policy for
the public schools. Much of OSFAP's staff effort is directed to inter-

2In some cities, according to a report in the New York Tines, (December
28, 1969, P.1), Title I operates as a separate school system.
The Times' article reports that programs operated outside the framework
of the educational structure may be more effective than those operating
irside, Additional evidence on this importani igsue is necessary.
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preting federal and state requirements, establishing local guidelines
and standards, completing and maintaining the innumerable records and
forms required, and arranging meetings and conferences; little effort
has gone into more substantive matters. Most of the funds allocated

for their administrative functions have been expended. The total budg-
et for administration, for each of the three years under investigation,
has been approximately $2 to $3 million, or approximately 3 to 4 percent
of all Title I funds budgeted. This central administration budget (CAB)
covers the cost of evaluations and salaries for nonpublic school liaison
personnel, as well as all the other general costs for administering and
coordinating Title I activities.

By amendment of 1966, one percent of the LEA's total grant or
$2,000, whichever was greater, coul¢ be used for planning. In 1366-67,
for example, $30,000 was set aside for planning the College Bound proj-
ect, and another $11,000 for plenning the Auxiliary Aide project. The
planning allowance has not been fully used in New York City. By taking
advantage of the ESEA's planning provision, OSFAP would have the fiscal
sesources for more crealive planning and programming.

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

Although there¢ have been some notable exceptions -- the Council
Against Poverty was directly responsible for initiating the Spanish-
Speaking Teachers and the Pregnant Girls projects -- most Title I proj-
ect ideas originate internally within the school system. The Division
that initiates the project idea works with the Program Development Sec-
tion of OSFAP to develop the specific project plans, write the objectives
and techniques to be used to implement them, select the schools, and de-
scribe the criteria for pupil elibibility. Other Divisions are involved
in formulating the fimal proposal application, which includes & detailed
budget and an evaluation design.

If the Executive Deputy Superintendent of Schools in New York City
and the policy-making Board approve the project idea, copies of a one-
page summary and tentative budget are circulated to civic and parent
groups. Prior to the public meeting of the Board of Education at which
these projects are discussed, and during the period the proposal is being
considered by the community groups, the one-page summary proposal and
budget are undergoing the detsiled processing required by the State Ed-
ucation Department and the U.S. Office of Education. At the same time
that formal resolution of project plans is being sought at the public
meeting of the Board of Education, informal approval from the state {is
also being obtained. CAP and other groups have vniced discontent with
this process and with the timing of it (see chapter on Community Partic-
ipation in Title I), indicating that these procedures do not permit them
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the opportunity to play a cooperative role in the initiation and develop~
ment of project proposals.

It is possible for a project to get under way, based on informal
assurances of approval by the State Education Department (S5D). Formal
written approval from the SED depends on the Board's resolution of en-

‘ dorsement and receipt of the completed proposal and proper forms. Dur-

' ing the operation of a project many revigions are made, especially in

! the budget. Until 1967-68, all modifications in budget or scope of

activities made after approval had to be resubmitted for SED approval.

' Thereafter,to minimize delays and to allow the LEA some flexibility,

) the SED gave New York City perwission to modify budgets in an already
approved project up to an amount eqQual to 10 percent of the total proj-
ect cost without obtaining written approval.

Theoretically, final approval of & project by the SED constitutes
an agreement that the LEA will be reimbursed for all project costs upon
submission of satisfactory fiscal records. However, it is conceivable
that some money, actually expended for the furtherance of a Title I
activity, may be disallowed at the time of audit, especially if, as was
the case in 1965-66, adequate fiscal records were not maintained; for
that year it was not possible to prove that some of the expended money
was spent on Title I programs. It is also possible that, since final
approval by the SED occurs long after the project has actually begun
operetion, some of the money already expended may not be reimbursed if

the project is not approv: d.

STATE PROGRAM REVIEW

The SED has broad authority and responsibility under Title I.
Specifically, the state department is responsible for determining if the
LEA has met the conditions of the ESEA, and if the LEA has developed
projects of sufficient size, scope, and quality to meet the needs of its
target children. The SED was also granted great powers of program review,
evaluation, and some responsibility for the arbitration of differences

at the local level.

It is generally conceded that the State Education Department does
not exercise the full range of power given to it by law. The SED has
recently become more involved with project evaluation, establishing new
deadlines for reporting, and insisting on "hard data.” All too often
the SED rubber stamps preject proposals, and they have never, to our
knowledge, refused eventual approval of a project. The SED does not
examine project applications carefully; for example, they approve proj-
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ects in which the objectives have no provision for implementation. Nor
has the SED questioned the selection of schools nor the criteria for
eligibility, although the federal govermment has done so. In those
instances where the SED has suggested a revision in a proposal, it is
often of a minor and inconsequential nature; in one project, for ex-
ample, the SED noted that some of the supplementary reading material
for students was uninteresting and out of date.

There are instances where a project should be discontinued from
Title I funding either because it has not succeeded, or under the spe-
cific local conditions cannot possibly succeed, or because it has been
demonstrated a success and should perhaps be available to all children.
Neither state nor local responsibility has been made clear with respect
to project discontinuance.

The Strengthened Early Childhcod project is an example of a project
which apparently cannot be implemented as intended without resulting in
two classes and two teachers occupying one classroom, since the number
of classroomas needed to implement this project may not be available.

Is it the responsibility of the SED, if the LEA chooses to recycle this
project, either to suggest that a new, different, and more likely-to-
succeed project be undertaken for the early childhood grades, or, alter=-
natively, to help the LEA find funds to build additional classrooms?

We cannot provide the answers to these problems, but we do believe they
are worthy of consideration.

The College Discovery and Development project is an example of a
project which has apparently proved successful {see chapter on Motiva-
tional Academic Programs). Is it to be indefinitely funded as & special
Title I project, or should it be transferred to the tax levy budget for
all the children and the freed Title I money used for another innovative
experiment? Neith2r the ESEA nor the federal Guidelines provide any re-
solution to this aspect of program review.

There is little evidence to suggest that the SED fulfills iis role
as arbitrator of local disagreements. In the year in which a sizable
proportion of Title I funds was decentralized, disagreements arose be-
tween the Board of Education and community groups over the nature of
some changes made by the Board in some project applications after com-
munity approval -~ the Beard maintained that the changes were minor
and involved revisions in salary scales and other predetermined costs,
while the community agencies contended that the changes were more sub-
stantive. The SED did not enter the controversy, although the comaunity

3
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groups petitioned them to do so.

STATE FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY

The other major area of SED responsibility, as mandated by law,
is fiscal. The SED is required to mske certain that the LEA is not
violating the concept of "maintenance of effort." The SED is also re-
quired to advance and reimburse funds to the LEAs and to maincain and
control audits,

Maintenance of effort means that Title I funds are to be added to
the money already being spent by the LEA for educational programs for
the deprived. This concept is basic to the ESEA. The federal Guidelines
state that if the LEA is operating a program whose aim falls within the
Purposes of this legislation, Title I funds may be used to expand and
improve the project bt the LEA must maintain the fiscal effort it was
putting into these activities before the passage of the Act. Morecover,
the LEA has an obligation to support some activities for the disadvan-
taged child on its own; the LEA should not transfer to Title I the en-
tire burden o, for example, all its activities designed to foster in-
tegration. As we shall see in the Regular Academic Program chapter,
almost all integration efforts in this City have become Title I efforts.
Theoretically, if the LEA were to withdraw its previous fiscal support
from a project it would be reflected in the regular education budget.
However, in New York City as in other LEAs, the education budget in-
creases each year anyway, and a cursory comparison of th2 regular budg-
et for education and the Title I program budget wculd not reveal this
kind of irregularity.

A report by the NAACP legal Defense and Educational Fund on Title
I in the nation descrived several types of maintenance of effort viola-
tions in which Title I funds were used as general aid.h They include
using Title I funds to equaliz2 poor schools with other schools in the
system, to subsume funding programs previously supported by state or
local funds, and to replace and supplant other federal money.

New York City does not exhibit the more flagrant violations re-
ported by the NAACP., Title I in New York City does tend to go to ‘he
poorer schools, as the law directs, and has been spent for the most
part to improve the educational opportunities for children in these
schools, During the first two years, however, some Title I money
was used to provide needed office equipment and salaries for clerical
and administrative personnel in the poorer schools; since then, New
York City has been discontinuing these practices on its own. A more

HWashington Research Project of the Southern Center for Studies in
Public Policy and the NAACP legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc.
Title I of ESEA: Is It Helping Poor Children?

(9]
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subtle type of abuse may be a practice that was apparent in the early
nonvisible projects, where addizio.ial personnel services and supplies
were provided to schools, without consideration of progremmatic stra-
tegies. Reducing class size in those schools to that of schools in
nore asavantaged areas without instituting an educational program would
be in violation of the ESEA is the schools in the disadvantaged areas
had a lower per-pupil expenditure to begin with; the Board seems to be
aware of this and is attempting to discontinue these activities.

The concept of supplanting is complicated, especially when viewed
in relationship to the provision about expanding ong.ing programs.
Supplanting means that Title I money is being used to support programs
and services previously supported with local funds. There have been
cases where some salaries of project staff were charged to Title I even
when the incumbent occupied the position before the passage of the legis-
la’.ion; this is an abuse when the persons duties remain the same. There
rave been instances where ritle I has paid the salary of a full-time
person who actually devoted only part of his time to the Title I proj-
ect; this may penalize the target child who may be entitled to these
staff services under local funding. It is also & guestionable practice to
use Title I money for a project in target schools when the same program
in nontarget schools is supported with local funds. This was the case
with the More Effective Schools project. Prior to the ESEA, the ten
More Efiective Schools were financed from the City coffers; in 1965,
with the availability of Title I funds, 11 schools were added to the
project and all 21 were to be financed with Title I money. It was not
until the 1966-67 school year that salaries for personnel in four of
these schools, which were not eligible for Title I on the basis of the
poverty criterion, were eliminated from Title I funding, although the
schools did continue to receive some aid in the form of additional sup-
plies and materials.

FUNDING AND BUDGETING

The prevalence of short-range year-by-year planning is contributed
to by the Congressicnal appropriation of funds one year at a time --
which to date has been at a level considerably below the maximum entitle-~
ment == by the late project approval by the SED, and by the annual evalustion
cycle. As a result of these factors, Title I projects are pianned and
designed in an atmosphere of uncertainty. Although an LEA could plan
its general program in the absence of information about the exact level
of future funding, it becomes more difficult to recruit, hire, and traia
staff, and to make other specific plans.
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Because the evaluation requirements cannot be completed until after
the close of school in June, the LEA must do this planning and budgeting
in the absence of detailed final information about the outcomes of the
prior cycle projects. In order to meet the budgetary deedlines of the
City, the Board of Education rust design its total educational plans
und set staffing goals for the whole system in the spring of each year.
The plans for Title I should, accordingly, be finalized no later than
the summer in order to implement projects in September. Although both
the federal and City government's fiscal year is from July 1 to June
30, federal appropriations are usually late, often occurring after
November; state approval of Title I projects is frequently even more
delayed.>

Since there is no carry=-overprovision in Title I funding, what is
not spent in the fiscal year is forever lost to the school district.
To avold this loss, projects -- especially those initiated late in the
school year -- are frequently hurriedly assembled and put into operation.
Longer-term funding with carry-over provisions would permit LEAs more
flexibility in rrogram design and would encourage more careful planning.
This, of course, would necessitate changes in the law and in the Cor.-
gressional funding cycle.

In New York City there is a great time lag before complete project
expenditures are known; by the end of June 1968 final figures on expend-
‘tures were available for only the 1965-66 school year; by the beginning
of 1970 expenditures for the 1967-68 year were not yet available. Ac-
cording to a HEW Audit Agency report, as of December 31, 1967 New York
City had failed to report its expenditures and encumbrances for the
1966-67 school year (FY 1967).6 Unfortunately, there has been nu sys-
tematic investigation of the complete budgeting and accounting process,
but there are some indications of probable factors contributing to the
delay in reporting expenditures. Title I operates within the City school
system, and the same problems plaguing the sysiem affect Title I. For
example, Title I teachers are paid at the same time and in the same manner
as all other teachers; in fact, a Title I teacher is often distinguishable
only on a payroll basis. In order to accurately monitor expenditures
each payv period, separate payroll totals have to be tallied, and tallied
by project. Computing these figures separately must certainly be an
arduous task, but installation of modern identification systems and com-
puterization of records would be a great help. Similar difficulties
arise for records of materials, equigment, and instructional supplies.
Separate records should be maintained for Title I, and on a continuous

“The Congressional authorization of Title I funds for the school year
1969-70 was made in April 1970.

6U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Audit Agency, Office
of the Assistant Secretary, Comptroller. Report on Audit of Selected
Progrens, Administered by the New York State Education Department,

July 1, 1964-June 30, 1966. Audit Control No. 90038-02.
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project-by-project basis. New York City has improved its record-keeping
system in this respect over the three-year period.

But apart from these considerations, reimbursement from the federal
government through the state is so delayed that there is no fiscal im-
petus for the local educational agencies to initiate faster and more
costly record systems, since if an LEA does not receive payment for
reimbursable expenses for several years there is no pressure on them
to prepare final records. However, there are serious programmatic
consequences of such delays, especially with regard to nrojects fi-
nanced from accruals. Unexpended budgeted funds, or accruals, to the
amount of the LEA's total allocation can and have been used to finance
projects starting midway into the school year, as well’as summer proj-
ects. Accruals were especially important for the summer 1968 since for
that summer the LEAs no longer had the choice of charging the cost of
summer projects to either fiscal year's budget tut were required to add
these charges to the previous year's budget. Since estimates of expend-
itures are so delayed, the maximum benefits of accruals cannot be real-
ized. Programmatic decisions that are based on late and very rough
estimates of available funds often make for delay in planning, with
resulting difficulty in recruiting staff and children and in ordering
supplies and materials. Many of the problems identified in the summer
projects are directly attributable to the budgeting process.

According to the HEW Audit Agency report,7 the SED has not estab-
lished adequate fiscal procedures and controls in compliance with the
federal Guidelines and regulations governing ESEA. The report suggests
that the SED demonstrated a lack of effective fiscal supervision and
review.

The HEW Audit Agency report notes that SED cash advances are unre-
lated to the LEA's cash needs, and suggests that New York City needs
more frequent cash advances, computed on the basis of the total oeeds
rather than on a project basis. A further suggestion is that the ad-
vances should be based on assessment of realistic cash requirements
rather than on approved project budgets. Funds for salaries, for ex-
ample, mist be available on an immediate and regular basis. If the ad-
vances are inadequate, an LEA must borrow money and pay interest. If
the advances are more than is needed, the money can be banked and in-
terest collected. The Audit Agency reported that by December 31, 1967,
New York City had a total of $141 million advanced for which it had made
no accounting to the SED; on the other hand, the SED records did not
show total fund balances on hand in LEAs.

Tmvid.
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Recently much has been written about the need for the LEAs to
recieve the maximum grant they are entitled to on the basis of the
formula.S As we shall see below, New York City does not spend the
whole of the prorated amount it receives. An increased appropri-
ation, per se, may not result in improvements in project effectiveness.
Needed are: longer-term funding with carry-over provisions; increased
money for planning, for administration, and for evaluation; and a more
concentrated per-child expenditure.

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

The disparity between what was proposed in the various project de-
scriptions and what was actually implemented in the schools is reflected,
in part, by the difference between proposed budgets and actual experd-
itures. Table iV-1 on *he following page summariZes, by program area,
the total amount of Title I funds budgeted and expended for 1965-66
and for 1966-67, and thus provides some measure of the extent of imple=
mentation. For the 1965-66 school year, 72 percent of the funds budg-
eted were expended; in the subsequent year, a consideraﬁly larger per-
centage of money was spent. The total amount budgeted deliberately
exceeds the total allocation, although New York City can be reimbursed
only to the amount of the allocation. In 1966-67, for example, New York
City budgeted $75.4 million; its allocation for that year was $69.8 mil-
lion. There was a total of $67.4 million expended.

What accounts for the disparity between budgets and expenditures?
From an analysis by budget item, most of the unspent noney was for
salaries fo. instruction.9 Generally, rot encugh personnel were aveil-
able to staff the projects. The individual evaluation reports may re-
fer to specific staff shortages, but generally do not indicate either
the extent of the shortage or whether there was any improvement from a
prior cycle. What is needed is an up-to=date, systematic assessment of
the number of personnel available by area of professional skill -- a
manpovwer planning study -- as a basis for planning future project ac-
tivities. 1In the absence of sufficient numbers of personnel of one or
another type of skill, alternate strategies or techniques for achiev-
ing an objective can be designed. This information appears essential
for proper planning; it could ve abstracted from payroll and financial
records.

Staffirig for Title I has been a recurrent problem, the specifics of
which have changed with time. In the initial years the major difficulty

8;‘or example, see Conclusions in NAACP, op. cit.

9Heller, op. cit., Chapter V.
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TABLE IV-1

TITLE I FUNDS BUDGETED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED BY PROGRAM CONTENT AREA,
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB3
(Furds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR

1965-66 and 1966-67 and 1967-68 and
PROGRAM AREAS Summer '66 Summer '67 Surmer '68P
AND OTHER Amount, Percent. Amount Percent Amount
ACTIVITIES Budgeted ] Expended | Budgeted | Expended Budgeted
Early Childhood 9,275 80 8,599 104 18,217
Regular Academic 39,042 T4 43,206 92 27,058
Motivational
Acadenic 830 79 1,877 84 5,409
Supplenentary
Academic ' 7,603 62 94576 83 2,394
Enrichment 352 36 121 53 118
Speech 379 45 645 65 210
Guidance 3,360 60 7,224 69 2,807
Special Needs - - 181 95 96
Teacher Training 6,091 68 1,820 78 453
farents and
Paraprofessionals - - 502 73 677
District
Decentralized - - 1,496 74 16,197
Planning and
Testing - - 129 58 63
TOTAL $66,932 72% $75,376 89% $73,698

8CAB 1s the Central Administration Budget,
bFinal budget figures and expenditures were not available foi the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for this report,
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was in securing enough classroom teazhers to reduce class size and to
staff the new projects. This problem was tackled by means of the
Intensive Teacher Training Program, a Title I project designed to sup-
ply more teachers gquickly. This project did increase the number of new
teachars for 1966-57, and the staffing problems, especially in the non~
public school projects, became much less acute.

The early prcjects also called for the use of many specialists to
teach remedial reading, mathematics, speech, and enrichment activities.
Especially in the large, nonvisible projects, additional specialists of
many kinds were included ir the proposals. S~me evidence indicates that
when schiool principals were advised of these additional positions they
tended to assign one of their more experienced teachers to fill the
opening. This practice contributed to the shortage of regular class-
room teachers, and a large number >f the regular positions were filled
by substitute teachers. Citywide, from October 1964 to Cctober 1967,
there was a 53 percent increase in the number of substitute teachers
in New York City, while for the same period the total pupil public school
population increased by only approximately 6 percent,

A large number of psychiatrists, psychologistis, social workers, and
guidance specialists were also included in the early prcaject proposals;
these personnel were and continue to be in very short supply. In the
third year of Title I, alternate plans were.adopted to make better use
of these specialist services; for example, centers were established in
corvenient locations and some consultants were used. The Board now dis-
courages the inclusion of such personnel in project plans, so iha% their
scarcity will not affect the implementation of & project. If, however,
there continues to ve a great need for staff with particular skills or
training, the Board may find it necessary to review its recruiting prac-
tices and licensing requirements in those svecialties, or make other
changes such as employing personnel on an hourly basis.

Supplies and materials are the other implementation problem <‘hat
results in disparities between project budgets and expenditures. Year
after year, in project after project, instructional materials and sup-
plies failed to arrive on tine for the start of the project; there were
many instances where the materials were not delivered by the end of the
project. It was not at all uncommon for the District Decentralized proj-
ects and for the summer programs to operate without any of the materials
that had been ordered. In some cases, the staff of these projects bor-
roved materials from the host school, but more often than nct solutions
for this problem depended on the ingenuity of irdividuals and not on any
establisted pelicy.

Q
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In part, the tardy receipt of supplies and materials depends on
when Project proposals are approved and the plans made known to the
project coordinator, who only then can order the materials. Since
final SED approval is so late, ordering materisls is, in turn, delayed
also. But it is well krown that the late receipt of books and supplies
is not confined to Title I-funded projects in New York City. Recently,
the City Council conducted an investigation of the Board's failure to
supply texts to schools in time for the opening of school; for this
situation to be improved a full understanding of the causes of the betile-
recks must be sought.

lLack of space also hindered tne carrying out of projects in the
schools. For sxample, in the early years, rmany nonpublic scrools par-
ticipating in several Title I projects reported space provlems that
interfered with effective implementatica of the projects; in one par-
ticular instance the problem was solved by rescheduling assignments.
Scheduling can overcome some space problems but by no means all of them.

Up to this point, Table IV-l and cur discussion have dealt with
guantitative aspects of implementation -= the number of personnel, dates
of delivery of materials, and number of classrooms. There are more
qualitative aspects of implementaticn that have infreguently been ad-
dressed. We have discussed some of these aspects in the preceding
chapter, and have attempted to indicate thz relationship betwzen, for
example, the exparience of teacners and the relevancy of the materials
to the oulcomes that could be expected.

A completely detailed picture of the disparities between the provosed
pl21s for a project and what actually occurred would mean a separate sys-
tematic investigation of the entire process of implementation. The early
evaluations do not, in general, indicate whethel a project was fully im-
plemented, whether there was sufficient planning time, trairned staff, and
adequate materials, and whether the appropriate children were reacned.
Moreover, the evaluation studies pay little attertion to the differences
between schools participating in the same project. The meager evidence
that is available indicates that implementation varies greatly among
schools in the same project. The many elements -- the skill of a teacher,
the children's readiness, the climate of the school, the sufficiency of
supplies, the adeguacy of the space -- all exhibit wide variatiorns. Thus
far, the evaluations have not focused on these factors and they have not
tried to relate differences in implementation to differences amorg school
outcomes. In the absence of detailed understanding cof what went on in
the schools, it is not possilie to make definitive statements about uny
projecl’'s results.

c
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COMMUNICATION AS AN IMPLEMEUTATION FROBLEM

Project planning and dissemination of the project plars may be
viewed as the first stages of project implementation. We tave alreadv
noted many specific problems of communication, including tle process
by which projects are designed and initiated and the vay schools and
children are selected to participate.

Communication between project planners and the schools has been
weak, and in some instances nonexistent. More often than not, prin-
~ipals in project schools have never seen a copy of the project de-~
s.ription. 1In the first year of the Title I program, principals of
Schools participating in a project were often unaware of its existence.
This was not particularly surprising in the case of the nonvisible proj-
ects :uch as Transitional Schools and Improved Gervices, where “he proj-
ect consisted soley of the assignment of additional personnel; r-r was
it surprising in the case of projects previously existing, such as
Open Enrollment and More Effective Schools, where the change was simply
in the source of funding. What is surprising is that in the second
year of Title I there were still instances wheire principals were not
awure that their school was participating, and did not know the name
of the project although they knew they had extra slots for personnel;
Transitional Schools was the most dramatic example. Some teachers in
schools participating in the recycled project again reported that they
knew nothing of the additional personneil, or of the program.

Even as recently as the 1968-69 school year, schools were designated
as participants in projects where the principals had received no notifi-
cation or explanation of the project, and were unable to describe its
aims or the procedures to ‘e followed to implement 1t.10 There is very
livtle inherent in the nature of many of these projects which distin-
fuisres them as Title I projects; the shift that occurred in the Summer
1988 frea Title I funds to funds from the New York State Urbdan Education
Program illustrates the indistinguishabvle nature of many activities.

On the other hand, in those projects tuc* cre readily identifiable the
principals, the teaching staff, the par~vrofessicnals, and the parent

of the children recognize that they ar” .nvolved in a special project,
although they ma) not all be able to identify the source of funds.

We do know that not all schools listed as particirants in the
project descriptions actually participate in the project; often the
reason is a scarcity of personnel. $Since the evaluations do not usu-
ally identify individual schools, we do not always know which schools
did not participate. Moreover, we know very little about the different
degrees of participation that can occur as a result of o shortage or

1OLouise W. Fox. Program to Improve Academic Achievement in Poverty Area
Schoq&g. Center four Urban kducation, Qctober 19uI.
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one particular etement ot a project.. To arrive at an assessment of tiw
worth of' a project we need to have some way ot deciding, for example,
whether a school should te considerod a participari, in a guidance proj-
ect it it did not receive its full complement oi puidance counselors.
We need to know which children participated, now they were selected,
and how they differ [rom children who did not particirate.

In addition to the problems o « ommnaication tetween central “oard
headquarters and the schools, there are proolems in the chain of com-
munication that follows; for example, projects planncd for pucvlic and
nonpublic school children jointly did not receive enough puvlicity iu
the nonpublic schools, so that the numiner of nonpublic school chiidrey
participating in these projects was less than the numiber proposed.
Apain and again in the summer programs, insul{icient publicity tetwecen
schools, and Letween schools and parents meant serious attendance prot-
lems. Otner instances of incomplete and non-unito>rm communications
abound; tne consequences range from limiting the numerr of students who
participate, to misconceptions about project goals vy principals, and
misunderstandings by parents and community groups.

There are certain procedural steps that it undertalen would suarantee
more meaningful communication without necessitating changes in the funding
cycle. To improve the communication process, it first seems important to
identify the necesrcary steps in the process. Thus: w! > communicates pro-
gram information from central headquarters? Do district superintendents
receive descriptions of a project, including the objectives, the instruc-
tional strategies, and the list of rarticipating schools? When and in
what form is the information disseminated to them? 1Is the process sys-
tematict® Do the district superintendents {ake responsibiliiy to trans-
mit this information to school princiypals? How are prircipals notified,
and when; what choices do they have? Is the detailed project informa-
tion presented to the communit- action apencies? The same questions
are arplicable 1o the communication between principals and their stafis,
principals arnd parenis, and principals and tic community.

lew Yory ¢ity's oducational system is larre and complex. lMew Yorx
City recejves funds for educational activities tvom many sources; often
the laws governing the expenditures of funds o.orlap without veing com-
pleme:tary. Title T operates within the lavyer pre-cxisting conventional
structure; while this has ndvantapes of nonduplicaticn at upper levels
ot decision maxin: and supervision, many disadvantares also accrue. In
this chapter we have “ried to indicate the need ror a comprehensive, on-
Foing, and systematic cellection of data descriting the process and cx-
tent of project implementation. We have indicated possible areas of in-

G2
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vestigation of the process of cemmunicating and disseminating program
plans. We have raised questions corn:erning the recruitment of staff
and have questioned fiscal policies. We have suggested studies that
we prlieve should be made each year so as to permit more intelligent
project planning and to provide a bvasis for judging the impact of a
program on the children.

In the program area chapters that follow we will discuss in greater
detail the more than one nundred individual Title I projects that oper-
ated between 1905-95 through the summer 1968. Fach of the individual
projects was classified in only cne program area, and was so classified
on the basis of our interpretation of the major aim of the project; al-
most without exception each project did list several goals and did em=
ploy a variety of strategies. For example, the College Discovery and
Development preoject was classified and is discussed with the Motiva-
tional Academic projects -~ projects whose &im is to improve the aca-
demic performance of students by iumproving their motivation for con-
tinued education -- although Co.lege Discovery and Development also empha-
sizes guidance services, remediation, tutoring, and other suEﬁ]ementary
enrichment activities.

Within our program chapters projects are further subgrouped into
components on the basis of certain features common to some of the proj-
ects and not to the cthers with the same overa.l aim. For example,
within the Motivational Academic chapter, College Discovery and Develop-
ment is discussed tecgether with College Bound withir one component,
while Operavion Return, Pregaant Girls, and the Street Academies are
treated together as another component pertaining to out-of=school yonth.

The underlying intention of such a classification scheme was twofold:
we intended to lend organization to a collection of fairly disparate ac-
tivities with the hope that this vould help order futurc endeavors; we
also intended that, by comparing projects of a similar nature, we would
be able to identify project aspects or variables that relate to success-
ful project outcomes.

The following nine chapters highlight many of the issues reised in
the beginning and end of this report -- the issue of target children,
the relation of objectives to pup’l needs, and the problems involved in
implementing and evaluating Title I projects. The data presented in
Table IV-1 by program areas parallel the budgetary data presented for
the projects in the program chapters that follow.
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CHAPTER V

EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS

Ear)y Childhood Title I projects seek to inprove school readiness
and academic functioning of children aged four to eight, spanning the
preschool years through grade two, There are two components, Preschool
and Early Grade programs. Table V-1 shows the amount budgeted and the
percentage of Title I funds expended for the projects in each of the
components,

In the third year of Title I, the budget for the Early Childhood
Programs more than doubled, and its percentage of the total funds budgeted
rose from less than 10 to 25 percent, indicating the high priority placed
on these activities by the Roard of Education. These programs represent
almost one-fourth of the total Title I monies budgeted in Lew York City
in 1967-68. Early Childhood programs cover a wide range of activities.
They are Jdesigned to serve as few as 2,300 and as many as 100,C00C young-
sters. They range in cost from $1.1 million to $9.7 million. They may
serve as few as five schools or as many &3 almost all of the 2795 Special
Service schools. Title I funds paid for salaries of teachers, para-
professionals, supervisory personnel, clinical support personnel (psy-
chologists, psychiatrists, sccial workers), and speech therapists. Kunds
were also allocated for materials and supplies and for parent activities.

Within any one eariy childhood project there was wide diversity from
school to school; implementatia varied in the number of children served,
in the deployment of staff, in the adequacy of facilities and materials,
in the experiente and effectiveness of teachers, and in the degree of parent-
2l involvement, (loreover, there was diversity in the indivicdualization of
instruction and in pupil readiness. Thus, it may be misleading to regard
any one of these projects as a single entity.

PRESCHOOL COMPONENT

Reflecting the new national stress cn the importancs of education for
the very young child, preschool projects early lecame an irmportant focus
of activity in New York City, and this emphasis increased over the years.
A major innovatiol made possible by Title I funds was the offering of pre-
school experience; to four-year-olds, The preschool projects intended to
give children from poor families the educational advantages and experiences
other children receive in private nursery schools. In 1965-66, Title I
funds were allocated to Prekindergarten projects (called Head Start in the
summer } end to an Expanded Kindergarten project. Thereafter, Prekindergarten
and Head Start projects have been recycled, but the Expanded Kindergarten
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TABLE V-1

FUNDS BUDGETED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED FOR EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS,
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCIUSIVE OF THE CAB®
{ Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR
1465-66 and 1966-67 and 1967-68 and
Summer 66 Summer '67 Summer ‘68
COMPONENT AND Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount
PROJECTS Budgeted ] Expended | Budgeted | Expended Budgeted
PRESCHOOL TOTAL 7,798 8l 8,599 104 7,449
Prekindergarten 3,522 83 Ly 476 107 3,458
Readstart 4276 80 4,123 100 3,992
Expanded K L4777 70 - - -
EARLY GRADES TOTAL - - - - 10,767
Strerigthened
Early Childhoud - - - - 9,690
5 Primary Schools - - - - 1,078
TOTAL EARLY
CHILDHOOD PROGRAM $9,275 80% $8, 599 104% $18,217

8CAB is the Central Administration Budget.

bFinal budget figures and expenditures were not available for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for this report.
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project has not been refunded as a discrete Title 1 project.l

The Frekindergarten Title I project was an effort to prepare chil-
dren for school one year earlier than the usual age, or in the instance
of Head Start, one summer earlier.? The kxpanded kindergarten project
sought to ennance learning opportunities through enriched curriculum
and the introduction of more adults in the classroom. |

The evaluators of the preschool projects uniformly expressed the
conviction that the opening of public schools in poverty areas to four-
yvear-olds was necessary and beneficial, and reported that it was so per-
ceived and welcomed by school personnel, parents, and children.

The number of prescnool-age children in llew York rar exceeds avail-
able facilities. VYew evaluaters posed the question of whether the appro-
priate population was reached by the Title I preschool projects. Those
who dealt with this issue at all held differing opinions on the adequacy
of admission criteria and the measures used to reach the most disadvan-
tagerd. Since attendance in the projects is voluntary, probably the more
motivated parents enrolled their children; no systematic procedures were
used to recruit other, harder to reach chilaren. 1In the first summer of
Title I Head Start, many children were re-registrants, having had some
prior school experience. Title T Head Start centers and Office of
hconomic Cpportunity llead Start centers competed tor youngsters, and
some neightorhoods were saturated with facilities. In the third cycle
of' Prekindergarten evaluators still criticized the admission criteria as
too flexible and vague.

The age of preschool childraen presented other difficulties. The
teachers lacked adequate knowledge about the interests and abilities of
four~ and five-year-old children in general and of disadvantaged ones in
particular, although literature on the subject exists. Teacher retrain-
ing was not a stated project objective; in general, the preschool project
teachers did not provide the activity level and learning atmosphere of
the best private nursery schools, which emphasize cognitive skills, social

lIn 1066-6'7, there was a small Kindergarten project in Two Districts in
Brooklyn; the project consisted oI assigning paraprolessionals as sides
to 144 kindergarten teachers. The Strengthened Early Chilahood project
also had a kindergarten aide aspect fo it. [n [908-0Y, several schools
rarticipated in a U.S. Office of Education-sponsored program of kinder-
garten "Follow Throughk', which was partislly funded by Title I. The pro-
gram encourages innovative efforts with the aim of developing the most
effective kindergarten program models.

°Title I Head Start in this City -vas geared to five-and six-year-olds with
no previous school experience. Nationally, under the Cffice of Economic
Opportunity program, Head Start was supposed to be restricted to tour-
year-old children,
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experience, development of sensory-motor skills, a structured and pro-
gressive range of experience, self-knowleige, individuality, and inde-
pendence.

QObservers of the first-year progran saw a lack of communication
and interaction among childre.. or between children and teachers. Chil-
dren rarely selected their own activities. 1In general, the language pro-
gram was not considered effective, little science was taught, and little
instruction in arithmecic tock place.

The project was not very different from conventional kindergarten
where the emphasis is on preparing children for the discipline reguired
in school, rather than on emphasizing socialization and learning about
the world through play. The atmosphesre in the 1966 summer Head Start
project was more relaxed than that observed in the regular school year,
although teachars were ot eliciting independent thinking and reasoning
frem the children.

The weakest aspects of the Program were the instructional program
and teaching methods -- what and how children were veing taught. Some
changes took place in the second cycle. The projects were geared some-
wvhat more to making up tre assumed deficiencies in the educationally
deprived child's background {the conpensatory emphasis), Eveluators,
however, decried the lack of knowledge and zwareness teachers showed of
the needs of all four-year-olds, and particulariy black and Puerto Rican
youngsters. Teachers did not present the children with an orderly and
sequential learning experience. They did not develop in the children
the ability to think and reason for themselves. They did not involve
the children sufficiently in materials, or in story telling and dis-
cussion. They did not capitalize on individual differences and did not
attend to the special needs of non-English-speaking children.

In the third year, the Prexindergarten and Head Start projects were
»till considered a waterei-down kindergarten experience where children
did not have enou’h opportunity for informal learning. Children did
appear more independent, were more verbal, and had longer attention
spans -~ tenefits whi:.h may have resulted from greater teacher experi~-
ence. Teachers were seen as more supportive and less authoritarian
than in the prior years.

In gencral, there were enough teachers, although clinical support
positions were frequently unfilled. Materials, with the exception of
Looks, records, and science materials, were found to be appropriate,
abundant, of good yuality, but often arrived late. (In the Head Start
projecets, as in other summer projects, materials were delivered very
late.) Outdoor play space and equipment for gross motor d2vzlopm:nt

were insufficient. Very often the available resources were not used
to best advantage.
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Tiie most urgent recommendatimm, recurring in all evaluation reports,
is for intensive orientation and training of teachers. Teachers need to
understand the growth and dynanics of preschoolcers. They need direction
in appropriate curriculum content, teaching techniques, and classroom
management, Both teachers and paraprofessiomals have to learn how to
woerk together effectively, and new roles for both have to be established.
The paraprofessional also neede training in child development theory.

In the light of the iarge numbers of children speaking only Spanish,
whos2 needs are not being met, more bilingual paraprofessionals should
be engaged. Teachers lhemselves would benefit from Spanish-language in-
struction.

Evaluation of preschoolers' performance is difficult. Group testins
of young children is impossible; individualized tests are costly and thoir
predictive wvalue for later scholastic success in uncertain, ubservations
are not well enough developed or refined to asses3s changes in individual
children. A gooC program for preschoclers is expensive to implement,
because of the necessily of small groups, the variety of materials, and
the additional classroom space. Thus it is necessary to seek alternative
indicaters of the effectiveness of a project in mu "ifying the children's
behavior, attitudes, or performance.

Tnere is a dearth of longitudinal studies of New York City chilicen
with preschool experience, so we are left with little knowledge of the
durability of any intellectual and sociul gains which may result from pre-
kindergarten. Followup studies in New York City are difficult to conduct
because cf the hish rate of pupil mobility and the problems of t{racirg
particular children. As we have noted previously, project staff keep re-
cords infrequently and inconsistently., In the one instance where a pupil
identification number was introduced (by the Office of Economic Opportunity,
not by the Board of Education), it was never used again, and its potential
value was lost.

Eren for children who go on to public kindergaiten or first grade,
; it is often impossible to identify those with preschooling. Other chil-
dren go or. to first grade in the uonpublic schools, and are also difficult to
trace. Moreover, somne of the youngsters pacticipating in kindergarten pro-
h jects may become our first school dropouts largely becanse o the scarcity
; of kindergarten seats, The Expanded Kindergarten project, Title I 1905-65,
was an attempt to respond to the need for additional facilities; 72 ad-
i ditional clesses were projecved to accomodate morc thar 3,000 children.
Late afternoon classes were also established, but were very poorly at-
tended bevsuse of the hour.

- Until the preschool concept is well integrated into the schools and
built intn the curriculum, the furll potential of preschool exrorience may
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not ‘e realized.3 *lany other people need to vecome more involved to
accormplish this integration. The efforts ¢. supervisors would he more
useful if their loed was reduced. Efforts to involve parents must be
increased beyond providing space for typing and sewing activities; work-
shop sessions could be introduced experimentally in which parents learn

how to build on, at home, the child's school experience., Principals

need to understand the goals of preschooling so as to integrate it with

the total school program and to provide teachers with the necessary support.

The total curriculwrn for prekindergarten and kindergarten needs re-
vision and modification, It should have an onriched content combining
elements of both the learning-~through-play approach and specific skills
development, a compensatory approach. These two approaches can be cen-
tered on the child voth as a four-year-o0ld and as educationally deprived,

EARLY GRADE COMPONENT

In 1967, the Strengthened Early Childhood project was introduced in
Z40 public schools, nearly all of the total schools eligible for Title I
assistance; this project accounted for more than half of z]1l Title 1 money
budgeted for Early Childhood rrograms. It was designed to follow through on
the relative richness of the prekindergarten experience, and thereby improve
education in kindergarten, first, and second grade classes. The prircipsl
techniques employed in the Strengthened Early Childhood project was the
lowering of the teacher=child ratio in grade 1 and 2 ciasses: in kindergarten
classrooms paraprofessionals were assigred.

The provision of cxtra teachers to achieve a 1:15 ratio in grade 1 and
1:20 in grade 2 did not invariably have the intended result. The result,
gererally, was the es’.ablishment of either sirgle classes with reduced
registers, or of paired classes of up to 40 children and two teachers present
in oune classroon designed for 30 pupils, Overall, even in single classes
class size was not decreased appreciably.

oreover, thesc administrative rearrangeients had little positive effect
on the learning environment. The dominant instructional psttern in single
classes was total group instruction of a lecture-discussion type. In most
paired classes, the usunl form of instruction was that one teacher

3A follovup study of 179 children with six weeks' experience in the Summer
155° Head Start project noted that while thay experienced less difficulty

in initial adjustment to h.ndergarten,” , . . there was no significant differ-
ence between the scores of Head Start children and their classmates in kinder-
garten who did not have Head Start, as measured by the Pre-school Inventcry
six to eight months after the summer Head Start experience.' Max Wolff and
Annie Stein, S$ix Months Later, Yeshive University, 1967, (mimeo).

J‘One aspect, to improve diegnosis of reading difficulties, involved util-
ization of special Board of Education facilities or hospital and university
clinics. Personnel and parents reported improvement. However, the capacit,
oflthese facilities was much too limited to reach all needy children.
LS
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conducted a lesson for the entire class while the other teacher assisted,
helred chilaren to follow instructions, or maintained discipline. Teachers
working *ogether in one classroom reported difierences in personality and
in teaching styles. Most teachers indicated that they would prefer work-
ing with a paraprofessional.

In the kindergarten where parayrofessionals were assigned to individ-
ual classrooms, the teachers performed fewer monitorial and household tasks,
tut this freed tinm. did not lead to more imaginative work with children.
There was nc evidence of increased experimeniation and innovatiou in cur-
riculun content. The frequency of small-group instruction quadrupled,
but many teachers continued to instruct large grcups.5

In grades 1 and 2, the choice of instructioral methods and classroom
organization was lefi tc teacliers; they were urged to be flexible in
classroom organization, with groupings based on the children's ability and
needs. In general, little change in teaching methods or organization was
evident. Nor were there changes or innovations in curriculum. The basal
reader-wcrkbook approach predominated. Arithmentic instruction was essen-
tially drill, and thc unit approach in social studies and science was not
used. There was not enough variety in the enrichment materials, and teach-
ers demonstrated materials instead of letting the children use them. More-
over, the instructional materials were not relevant to the children's back-
ground. As in the Freschool programs, “he special needs of non-English-
speaking children were 1ot atten *d to. The evaluator concluded that "In-
struction lacks a creative dimension . . . [ihe childreq? sorely need in-
structional activities and expansion of the curriculum.”

Other program elements were not w21l implemented either. 1Increased
parental involvement, although it had been a goal of the Strengthened rar-
1y Childhood prcject, was not widely achieved. 7 Fight dollars per child
wae allotted for additional materials including paperback books for the
children to take home. The materials were late in ar..ving, end by the
erd of the year 20 percent of the children had not received then.

5Inez Smith, et al. An ¥valuation of & Pr-gram for the Recruitment, Train-
ing, and Emplolmgnt of Aux;11ary Non-Professional Ne ighoorhood Personnel
for Careers in the New York City Schools, Center for Field Research and

Scheol Services, School of Education, New York University, December 1968,

6 Sydney L. Schwartz, A Program to Strengthen Early Childhood Education in
Poverty Area Schools: The Reduction of Pupil-Teacher Ratios in Grades 1
and 2 and the Provision of Additional Materiasls, Center for Urban Ed-
ucation, November 1968.

r

{See chapter on Community Participation in Title I for a more complete
discussion of this aspect of the project.
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The administrative technique of reduced teacher-pupil ratios may be
sclf-defeating, unless some effort is made to institute substantivz cur-
riculum changes. There was no indication that the needs of the children
weve being met; this was emphasized even more in the projecti's recycling.“
In a program designed to strengthen early childhood educatioa, the teach-
ers need to be well trained and the role of supervisors and paraprofes-
cionals shculd te expanded and spelled out.

The Special Primary Program (Five Schools projest), was introduced
in 1967-58 in five Strengthened Early Childhood schcols. This project
vas intended as an acditicn to the Strengthened Early Childhoud project,
and was aimed chiefly at raising ihe children's achievement leve! and
involving parents in children's reading experiences.

Five Schools was intended as a more fully developed program than
Strengthened Early Chi}gnggg, coverirg all primary grades but ccncentira-
ting on kindergarten through second. Again, procedures included more per-
sonnel to reduce class size and to provide auxiliary clinical services,
Decause of implementation problems it was not particularly effective. The
{ive schools varied greatly in how they deployed the sthaff. There was a
shortage cf clinical personnel. The afterschool centers, a feature of
the proposal, were attended by less than one-fourth of the children, Ex-
cept for one school's parent steering committee, nc adequate method was
develored to involve parents as participants in their children's learning
prozess, The inv:stigators found no significantly better achievement than
in the comparison groups.

Since this project was layered on top of the Streigtliened ¥arly Child-
hood projact operating in the five schenls, implementation problems ir-
creased and outcomes werc confounded. This was even uore evident in th=
1568-62 Five Schools project, where the services of the Strengthened Early
Childhocd project in thes: schools were curtailed, .

In conclusion, vhile early childhouod programs have received a sub-
stantial amount of the total Title I funds in llew York City, the results
in terms of meeting the needs of the children have not justified the ex-
penditure,although it may be unfair to judge a rroject after only one or
two years of operation. Roard of Education preschool projects have not
fulfilled the promisc of Head Stert, which capturea the nation's imagin-
ation, Attempts to provide foilowthrough on che prescho¢l experience hiave
been poorly realized. Clearly, as the projects have been structured,
additional clascrooms ave needed to improve ecdiucational oppc. tunities in the
carly childhood grades, At present, ESEA restri *+- the use of Title I funds
for construction to minor remodeling, and new classrooms mav have to await

8bynthia Almeida, A Program to Strengthen Early Childhood Education in
Poverty Area Schools, Center for U-ban Education, October 1009.

.

Qﬂathan kravetz and Edna M. FPhillips, Special Primary P'rogram in rive
Schools, Center for Urvan Education, Octlober 1909,

ERIC

s / 1



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

67

new sources of money for construction.

If current thinking or the importance of reaching young children
prevails, fundamental restructuring of the entire early childhood area
1s required, New curricula are needed, based on the most recent theories
of child development. lew attempts are needed to identif: teachers who
have the special sensitivity nezded for reaching young children., And new
wcys must be developed to actively engage parents in home support and
{ollowthrough of the skills children learn in school.
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CHATTER VI
REGUILAR ACADIMIC PROGRAMS

Farrell L. McClane

Title T projects defined here as Regular Academic include those in
which the claes participates as 8 unit durin, regular school hours, even
though the class may be divided for some particulsr subjecte or instruction.
All were for public schcol children and icok place during the reguler school
yvear, Tre primsry gosl of the Regular Academic programs was to raise the sca-
demic achievement of students residing in economically deprecssed sreas.

The eight projecis classified as Regular Academic were subdivided into
the following three components; Integrestinn, Compensatory Educetion, and In-
novative gni Fxperimental vprojects., Regular Academic programs were the mosh
heavily fonded of all Title I program aress. Table VI-I on tue following
rage presents the smount budgeted end the percentage of funds expended each
year for each projfect. ‘The early emnphasis on {ntegration proje:ts was superseded
by the Compensatory rFducation projects; the latier prcjects’ budgets almost
doubled during the three vesars.

INTEGPATICN COMPONENT

Tntegretion wat one of *he major concerns in J®5-66, end almost all of
the more than 3¢ Title I proje~ts funded that year included some general hope
that integration would be achieved. Trwrplicit in the belief thet integrated
educstion denoted quslity education, ceverel projects specifically designed +2
acnieve integrstion were pruposed and implemented. These projects -- Transi-
tional Schoolg, Jpen Enrollment, Middle Scliools, snd Comprehensive High Schools --
used distinctively differ~nt epproaches to schieve integration within the City's
schools: additionel services, trensfer vrograms, snd grade reorgenization ap-
proaches, respectively,

The Special Enrichment frogrem for Transitional Schools, unlike other
projectes seeking to schieve integration, was creasted to helt the exodus of
white middle-class families from neighborhoods charscterized by a growing popu-
lation of low-income families, mainly black and Puerto Rican. The project
planners anticipated thst emigration from these neighborhoods in transition
would s€low, or cease, if the quelity of education in the loral elementery and
Junior high schools wes raiced. There waz, however, no indication that the
project did in fact stem the excdus of the white middle class.

Impreved educetinn was to ke remlized through concentrsted reading re-
rediation, special enrichm:ent clesses, lower class size, and after-school
tutorisl centers. lMore teachers and specialists, sssistents-to-principals,
and school secretaries were added to the selected schools. The additionsl
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TABILE VI-1

FUNDS BUDGLETED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED FOR REGULAR ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

1956-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF TH CAB3

(Funds in Thourands)

SCHGOL YEAR
1965-66 and 1966-67 and 195768 an%
Swmer 166 Sunmer 167 Summer 168
COMPONENT AND Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount
PROJECTS Budgeted ] Expended | Budgeted | Expended Budgeted
INTEGRATION 23,413 75 27,596 94 3,475
Transitional 6,665 68 7,841 9l -
Open Enrollment 4,292 73 5,964 93 3,475
Ccmprahcnsive
High School 8,369 85 8,926 99 -
Middie Schools 4,087 69 4,865 85 -
COMPENSATORY 7,697 67 9,092 87 14,963
Improved Services 7,697 67 9,092 87 -
Compensatory
Educatica - - - 14,963
INNOVATIVE 7,932 7 6,518 92 8,620
MES 7,932 7 6,518 32 8,537
P123 - - - - 83
TOTAL $39,042 Tk $43,206 92% $27,058 |

3CAB is the Central Adsinistration Budget.
bFinal budget figures and .xpenditures were not available for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for this report,
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rositions were allocsted Lo the schools without eonsult 'ng with principals.

It was not uncoumon for a principal to assign the new persinnel to fill sareas
that h.d been understaffed and to expand ongoing school programs recher than
to iritiste new ones. Since some principals were not awsre that their schools
vere participatirg in = project, they rade no effort to develop new cpecial
getivities, The services were nonvisible, thst is, they interlocked with c.d
were indistinguisheble fram the ongoine educaticnsl programs in the participat-
ing scheoles.  Gcehool personnel were generally enthusiastic sbout the Trensi-
tionsl Sci. wole project, although its gozls were not achieved. Despite soune
succesgs in reducing class cize snd in providing edditional personnel, stsnd-
ardized test results showed no improverent in reading end erithmetic,

fxcept for Trensitional Schcols, the Integration projects were tradifional
tregnsfer pr zrame where children from overcrowded scheools in disadvsutaged sress
were fransferred to less crowled schools in other. predominantly white.neightor-
hoods. In nmost irstences the trgneferc resulted in more ethnically bslanced
school populetion in the receiving school. but all too often it neant over~
crowded facilities, doutle and sonetires triple sessionsg, and homogeneous uotip-
ings for the transferred studente.

The eszrliest trancfer program, Cpen Fnrollmerl {foreerly known as the
Free-Choice Iransfer lrogrem), began in 1660, Pupil participation in this
project wre initially voluntary and the project wes fincnced entirely with tax
levy funds. Under the Board's original plen, students from overcrowded cegre-
gated schools were permitted, upon perentel request, to seek trasnsfers tc selected,
less crowded schools that >ffered the opportunity for sn integrated educational
¢Xyrrience,

Starting with the 1965-£6 school year, Ticle I funded additional posi-
vicng in the Open Fnrollment receiving schools, besed on the child benefit theory--
children electing to attend nor-Title I-eligible scnools should not be deprived
of cervices to which they would heve been entitled hed they remained in their
neighborhood school. Open Enrollment was intende? *o improve scademic function-
ing in the raceiving schools through reduced clags size, subject specialists,
intensive classroom end after-school instructicon, remediation, counceling,
horework assistance, snd employment of enrichmen®t materials end newer medias to
facilitate lezrning. Integretion snd improved pupil functioning continuved to
be the program's major emphasis until the 1968-1%,9 school year, when the policy
of trensfer-by-request wes exchanged for transfer-by-mendste; in overcrowded
snd overutilized schools, wendatory student trans’ers permitted students to
attend less crowded or underutilized fscilities. ntegretion thus vecare a goal
secondary to inproved utilizetion of schools.

The effectiveness of Open Fnrollment is diff-cult to measure., A zrucisl
dirension of the project -- integration -- wes notf sssessed because no provision
was wede for it in the evsluation design. As a result there is lit*le indica-
tion of what proportion of the elimible students wctuslly took sdventege of the
opportunity o transfer. However, gome infornmation is sveilable from the evaln-
atim reports which indicate thet not 8ll eligible children took asdvantege of
Open rnrollzent. OCome parents rejected the Lrensfer concert becsuse ‘hey wanted
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their children educated withiin their inredias’c covrnunlity: othiers were preluctant
heeanse of the inconvenience of transportaticn and the hardship “ha', woull be
intlicted ca children, especially the youncor onect and Lelause oF Inzdeqguste
rut-licity, nany vsrents hed not heard of the 1o roe,

In the receiving <schools. two-thirds of the foeogz: involved in fren
Inrollment felt that the project irproved inievetending azni relebtionshins
aneng children ~f different rasoial grourc. while pronozing end developing
rrofessionsl growth among teachers. [Maff who felt nepsiively suonut the
project most often complalned that iheir teaching tosks hsd becowme nore 3if-
ficult because additionsl students in~reased the nunber of discivlinsry prob-
lems, and because they felt the need 4o slter their tcach nz nethode, & few
teachers felt the quality of instruction in th-. vreceivins gchesls had declined.
This however, was nct cubstentisted in sny of the rindincs. The evalusiors
reporied that resident students did no%t <uifer in any reanner, scsderically or
sceially.

(n the other hand, the acadenic perfortance of transferred students 4id
not dramatically improve, =znd in many instances it actually declined. 7u-
cept for progress made 1n classrnom participstion ard verb=l fluency, the
Cpen Enrcllment students' gaine were disevpointing. Despite efforts to im-
prove their academic perforiance, the transfer students continued fo prosress
et abo't the seme rate zg they had previously, gsining sboul & ronths in read-
ing during the sgre period thai resident ctudentes coined v wonihs
gains were measursble in this projeci tecause the evaluztor was the same in all
three yearsg; these gains were not impressive snd rezding level seerced not to
be affected by the nurber of years spent in the project. ltest of the div-
ficulty may lie in the fact “hat the additionsl services assirned to the “pen
Enrolinentl receiving schools were not necessarily devoled exciusively to the
transfer pupils. bul were shared with the resident children. Tne extent ol
help received by the Open Fnrollment propils cannot be deterrined froe the
information that is avoilable.

The Middie Srhooles end the Four Year Comprehensive Hipgh scheole projects
were created in sccordance with New York State Fducation “orwiscioner i4llen's
desegregation proposal of 1Ll in order to schieve racisl talznc:, :he Brsrd
of %ducetion was to reorgenize all levels of New York City public schoole. re-
placing the r-2-3 school organization witl the L=< plen.

In the Middle fchools project. ninth-prade studenis were *ranrferied o
high schools, while sizth-grade students (trensferred fron ele-enisry schools --
see Inproved ferv® .. were added to the widule schoo’ registers. Tne niddle
schools were to be locuted in areas that served s cross-section of the ropula-
tion. It wes helieved that by chenging the feeder elemeniary scheol ratierne
for each newly organized middle schonl, & better ethnic balance would resilt
in the middle eschool. To improve the perfortance of !iddle Cchoole siudents.
3 nev end unique curriculws was introduced. It included & enurre in urten
living -- the prepsration of students for adull responsibility in eity livin:,
foreign language, tvpewriting, snd instrurentsl nusic for 211 students enter-
ing the sixth grades of the pilot schools., 7The proposal stressed tesn teach-
ing, prograumed instruction, end individualized learnine activities. Teacters
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were cenerally enthusiastic about typewriting and roreisn langusge for pro-
gran entrants, although they received urban living, the most innovative
gspect of the curriculum. reluctartly. Some questinned the sdvisability

of" c¢’'fering s'ich a8 conrse, since ihey were uncertain about the role the
schools chould play in coping with urben problems. Despite the project's
curricular innovet ions, there were no discernible gainz in pupil achieve-
rent.

Moreover, the evaluation of the !liddle Schools project indiceted that,
for the most part, the 1ew orgenizationsl structure reinforced rather then
diminished segregation at the middle school level; students from 19 of the
L3 feeder elementary schools were placed in a much more segregated school
setting than they wo'ild heve ettended without the reorgenizatic.a; students
fron 8 echocls were in & slightly rcore segregated setting; students from 6
schocls were in 8 less segrepated selting, end for students from 19 ¢chools
there was no change between the feeder and the intermediate gchool. In
sddition, the assignment of students to classes according to .eeding ability
resulteu in homogeneous groubings. TDesegregation efforts were further weskened
by the lack of specific plans and sctivities designed to lfacilitate soueciel
and 2ducational interasction of pupils.

The Four Year Comprehensive High School project wes the other phase of
the grade reorganization plon. Academic snd vocational high schools were
to be converted into four-yesr conprehensive high schools. Ninth-year stu-
dents, from areas where overcrowding snd de facto segregaztion existed in
elementary and junior high schools, were to be assigned to the Comprehensive
Eigh Schools. ™he ninth and tenth years weve to be used as an exploratory
period and stndents would not have toi"ake a courte commitment until their
eleventh year. In addition to the gcal of achieving 1 ‘egration, the Com-
rrehensive High Schools project sought to reduce the number of high school
dropoute through provision of remnedisl reading specielists, special guidsnce
zervices, behavior counselore, ind additionsl teachers to reduce class size,

In & limited way the Compreniensive High Schools project cen be considered
successful, for more minority students entered academic high schools than
previously. There was improverient in the overall ethnic balence in the
high cchools especially in the acedemic ones; of the 3 acasdemic high scho ils
studied, no school had lescs then 15 percent nor more than SO percent minority
students. Eut within the schools, 1ittle was done to improve integretion;
the typicasl black or Puerto Ricen student was enrolled in segrezated remedisl
clazseces ond generel track courses. The gddition of ninth greders increacsed
the high schools’ totsl registration and caused serious overcrowding in sone
schools. Reduced clase size further commplicated the situstion by increas-
ing the number of classrooms needed end sdding “o severe tescher chortages,
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To relieve congestion, the school dey wase lengthened to double snd iriple
sessions. Trensferred ninth graders were reguired to attend the after-
noon cessions and were therehy excluded frowm participstion in the after-
school centers and other extra-curricular sctivities. Thus opporiunities
for spontanecus integretion among the students were further limited.

While transferred ninth-grede students gained 9 months in reading com-
prehension, students remaninzg in the regulsr junior high schools improved
by 11 wonths during the sdme time period. The project was not as success-
ful in reaching its other goals for student ftrusncy. and mobility generally
increased and the dropout rate did not change. Siaff reaction to the Com-
prehensive Higr Schools project varied widely. NMany teachers reserved
Jjudgment sbout the program, while several olners felt it was stimulating
and motivating. Some felt that the schools were not properly prepared to
implement the project, and the remainir~ teachers felt the plsu wes being
executed too quickly.

In swnmayy, these In*tegre*ion projects generally hsd s positive effect
on teacher movele: class size wes reduced, making teaching tasks less
onerous; additionsl subject specialists, ~lassroom teschers, and nonteach-
ing personnel -- 8 major focus of new programs -- relieved teachers of
many nonteaching responsibilities snd allowed them wore free time. ione-
theless, there were not corresponding venefits for the children., Tlanned
undertekings such as Middle Schools end Comprehensive High fchools have
contributed little to the academic growth of the denrived children from
whom they were designed.

All in ell, the Integretion projects unieirtaken with Title I funds have
not wet with success in the New York City schools. These projects have
ztterpted to achieve integration by emphasiring structusl and orgenizationasl
changeeg, snd have paid too little sttention to substentive issues. The
administretive techniques, which hesve proved difficult to implenent, have
repeatedly tsken the plsce of nev or creative progremming. Relestively
little effort has gone into makirg certein that, in those instences where
gchools heve been integrated, mesningful integretion within clsssrooms takes
place. +© is obvious that to. often prejects were introduced without the
esgential preparsiion thet would meximize success. Fspecially in projects
cesigned to promote integrstion, failure is unaveidable withou* fundamental
planning. With projects such s8¢ Open Enrollinent, whose success depends on
public asceeptance, more effort should have teen exerted to escqueint parents
&nd ’eachers with the character &nd objectives of the program. We nust
questicn the propriety of continuved use of Title I funds on projects that
have not experienced positive vesulte.
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COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM COMPONENT

The Compensatory Education component consicts of twe projects,
Irproved Services 'nd Compensatory Education. The former “egan in 1965-66
and wa:r re..cled 'n 1133707. The Compensatory Fducat.on project was in-
j'iated in the th rd year of Title I.

Impioved Cervices was designed to improve the qualic, of education
in 207 Special Service elementary schools and 24 junicer hish schools.
Additicnal personnel and services were provided to improve @ .ulents'
academic achievement and to increase their motivation. The transfer of
sixth-grade children to the Middle Schools project resulted ‘n overall
improvement in cunditions in the truncated elementary schools; there was
room for prekindergarten classes, double sessions were roduccd or totally
eliminated, and class registers were lowered to allew {ir experimentation
with programmed instruction and new eijucational materisals.

The jroject proposal called for the use of a large nw.u r of specirl-
ists, and ihe project schools experienced serious difficuliies in filling
these positions. During the first year there were many instances where
the schools vsed Other Teaching Personnel (OTPs), experienced expert
teachers specializing in a particular subject area, to fill the additional
Inproved Services positions. Because these experienced teachers were
needed in the classroom, the Board of Education devised the cluster posi-
tion, which by directive becume an integral part of the project. Cluster
tecachers were to te assigned to classrooms for the express purgose of
reinforcing students' "funderental skil’s.' They were to have at least one
year's experience, but many did not.

Resvlts of the cluster program varied. A majority of the schools
provided no training. Clustel teachers performed a multitude of teaching
and nonteaching functions, tating over classes at assigned times, and pro-
viding small group remediation at other times. In sore schools, OTPs
were substituted for cluster teachers when principals felt the latter group
was too inexperienced. Observers found that, with few exceptions, the
cluster pregram did not result in crective learning situations, aithough
the najority of the principals assessed this aspect positively. The cluster
teachers themselves were divided as to the worth of the experience,

The rrimery otrategy used in the Improved Services project was the
allocevion of additional positions. In onz way or another most of the
positions were filled, and the added stuff freed regular teachers for prep-
acation pericds, as called for in the ccntract with the United Federation of
Teachers. Principals stated that having these additional personnel en-
couraged innovation in programs and curriculum; they reported that more
diagnostic and remedi~l work was being done in reading and that experimental
enrichment programs in music and arc were introduced. They also reported
“hat auxiliary teachers acted as interpreters for non-English-speaking
students, ani lessened the gap between the home and the school by making
home visits and conducting parent conferences and workshops. Principals
believed, and teachers concurred, that the addition of specialists bolstered
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the classroom teacher in areas where some classroom teachers ¢id not
excel, and that guidance, behavioral, and health problems of students
were more likely to be recognized eariier, and attended to. Since the
additional personnel gave teachers more time fo: preparation periods,
and required them to spend less time on disciplinary problems, teacher
niorale was raised impressively.

Notwithstanding these acknowledged benefits, the evaluators found
that there was an acute need for better qualified and more experienced
teachers. The additional guidance counselors enesbled the classrooms to
operate with fewer disruptions, but because of the scarcity of counselors
only those children with sericus problems were seen. Inadequate numbers
of' counselors restricted the developmen' of vocational, educational, and
preventive guidance services. In the first year there were no meaningful
changes in pupils’ reading achievement, but by the second year of the
project three grades made some zains in reading, although the children
continued to perform telow grade level.

The assignment of additional personnel, per se, does not enhance inno-
vative pregramming. Teacher training, experience, and supervision are
crucial. The evaluators felt that the Improved Services project might
bave been more effective had the cluster teachers received special training
and suyervision and had the principals of the participating schools been
involved in the planning stages of the project development.

In an attempt to strengthen these activities and to comvine the ser-
vices of related projects, the Compensatory kducation project was initiated
in 1967-68. This project represented the Board's attcmpt to use Title I
funds in ways that were visible and distinct. Compensatory Education
replaced the Improved Services and Transitional Schools project, and in-
corporated some elements from the Open Enroliment, Middle Schools, Socially
Maladjusted and Emotionally Disturbed, and Child Caring Institutions projects.
According to the new plan for Compensatory Education, persornel assigmients
would be made in specific subject areas where the schools indicated need.
The results, however, were not encouraging. Although rore than 90 percent
of ithe allocated positions were filled, the participating principals
still felt that they wecre not consulted; they were not asked to suggest the
particular kinds of ; ersonnel they needed to muke a viatle program.

Th= anticipated improvemznt in reading did not materialize. The
guidarce rrogram was also disappaintiag continuing to suffer from an in-
adequate number of qualified counselors. An inordinate amount of coun-
seling time was devoted 1¢ crises and problems, rather thar to preventive,
educational, and vocaticnal considerations. In general, teachers benefited
by the additional perscnnel allocated for the progran, but educational
gains for students were minimal.

This project was not a significant improvement over the Improved Services
project. Neither project’s outcomes warrant continued funding, especially
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under Title I which could be used to better purpose.

INNOVATIVE AND EXPERIVENTAL PROGRAM COMPONENT

The More Effective Schools (ME3) project and Academic Excellence in
an Inner-City Elementery Sch0014(P129) are two experimental and innovative
public sgchool prograns that have been supported primarily under Title I.
More Effective Schools, recycled continuously, was initiated in 1964 in
10 schools. In 1965~66, 11 new schools were added. Of the 21 More Effective
Schools in 1967-68,0only 17 qualified for staff under ESEA eligibility. On
an average, $500,00C was budgeted per school. The P129 project, on the
other hand, was cycled for only one year, 1967-68, and operatea in one
school jocated in the Bedfurd-Stuyvesant area of Brooklyn, with less than
A83 000, More Effective Schools and F129 were unusual in that the projects'
plans, development, and 1mp1ementat10n did no* emanate solely from Board
of Fducation efforts, More Erfective Schools resulted from the cooperative
planning and joint endeavor cif the Cruncil of Supervisory Associations,
United Federation ¢f Teachers, and representestives of the Superintendent
of Schools. Consultations were also held with parent, professional, and
civil rights groups, as well as with schools' staff. P129 was organized
and directed by Project Beacon of Yeshiva University, through a Ford
Foundation grant. From its inception, the project enlisted the aid of the
District Superinteident and his staff, the parents, the local school
board, and the local community action agency -- Youth In Action.

Both projects were designed to improve academic achievement for ed-
ucationally deprived children: More Effective Schoois was a comprekensive
project involving public school children from prekindergarten through
grade 6, and was a full-time undertaking. The purpose of MES was to
counteract aceder . “ailure among yournger students and to assist older
students to overcca. any previous educational derficiency. The main pro-
cedures used for attaining these goals included reduced class size, in-
creased professional staff, and expanded guidance services.

Academic Excellence in an Inner-City Elementary School,P129, sought to
saturate PS 129K with edditional services. According to the project pro-
posal, it was hoped that a model elementary school would be developed
through innovative educational techniques. The project attempted to raise
the academic level of students who were reading considerably below grade
expectation, to improve the quality of instruction, and to rehabilitate
dropouts. Five separate project elements were established to achieve the
stated goals: (1) The Decentralized element which 1nst1tuted a Governing
Board rade up of school snd community representatlves (2) The learning

l‘I‘his sspect of the P129 project will be discussed at length in the chapter
on Community Participaticn 3n Title I.
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Center, created to work with severe reading retard:tes who have not re-
sponded to regular school programs. The concept of contingency marage-
ment, an "earn while you learn’ notion, was to be an important .spect

of the Learring Center. Under this plan children accumulate points for
performance and behavior, which are later exchanged for more tangible
rewards such as games, watches, transistor radics, jewelry, etc. The
underlying premise was that the children experiencing immediate materizal
rewards would eventually come to appreciate the more intangible rewards

of learring. (3) The Saturation project element, whicn emphasized small
class size, individualized and small instruction, and special talent ;roup~
ings; it also utilized community people for liaison between the scheool and
the home. (L) Inservice Training, was directed tv training teachers in
new methods of instruction, in the design of new curricula, and in working
with paraprofessionals. (5) The Science project aspect, which emphasized
discovery and critical thinkirg methods, and used special materials was
designed to stimulate individual scientific investigstion by students.

The United Federation of Teachers sanctioned the More Effective Schools
program and the teachers received it with vigorous approval. The community,
parents, and students were enthusiastic about it. More Effective Schools
was generally well implemented, although the degree of implementation \ “-ied
from school to school. There was an abundance of classes for four-year-
olds, but a lack of classes for three-year-olds; all schools used tesu
teaching, although only one used the nongraded block method; the progrea
had adeqQuate personnel to cope with pupils' emotional and social problems,
but not enough medical personnel to deal with their physical problems.

Teachers and principals indicated that academic growth was evident
among the students, and that it was a direct result of More Effective Schools.
In addition, they agreed that pupils' attitudes toward learning had improved,
and ihat they had more positive attitudes toward school. Teacher morale
improved with the smaller classes, the free time for daily preparation
periods, and the addition of teaching specialists and cluste. teachers.
School personnel felt that the relationship between schocrl and community
had improved with the addition of a full-time cormunity relations position
in each More Effective Schools school. The children themselves felt that
what they were learning was useful, that their teachers were interested in
them and wanted to help themn.

However, a study of the annual More Effective Schools evaluations dis-
cloted that the early optimism enjoyed during the first year of t.e project
was not fully justified in the later years of the project's operation.
Review of More Effective Schools students' past academic performance re-
vealed that students were retarded in reading at the experiment's beginning,
achieving at the average rate of approximately & months during 8 months of
instructional time. After a year's participation, third-grade students
gained 8 months in veading; children in grades U4 and 5 gained 11 months;
sixth-grade students gained 12 months; only s~cond graders continued tov gain
at the same rate of & months. Thus, as encouraging as this initial reading
growth appeared to be, continued annual study revealed that the ini:iial
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positive offects of tne More Efrective Si-hools project on reading were
not. sustained. TIa October 196€, the median reading score for second
graders was 1.8, about 3 months below grade expectation. Median scores
for grades 4 and 5 did increase somcvnat, hut third-and fifth grade
classes were reading at 2.4 and 2.7, respectively. irdicating a decline
in iheir previous growth rate. By April 1967, there was a decline in
rate of growth for all grades, but most pronounced in thc fifth ard
sixth grades.

Further data aralysis showed th-» Aing progress was not consistent
nor durable between the spring and ...l testing periods. Greatest gains
were shown irn the spring with a sig.iificant decline by the follicwing fall.
The evaluators suggested that this cyclical decline and advance might
indicate that teachers and children alike directed their energies to success
iii the spring testing as a natural conclusion of their work year, while
they experienced no such impetus fer the fall testing.

Observers found that the lessons offered in the More Effective Sclhivols
schools were cbove average in both quality and the amount of mateirial
covered, when comparzd with lessons observed in the c..trol schools. How-
ever, they saw little adaption of lessons or innovative lesson planning
as a result of small class size, and concluded that lessons given in More

Effective Schools classes could be tsught in larger classes with no loss
in effectiveness.

Teaching pers<.anel as well as evalualors agreed that the most pressing
problem of the More Effective Schools project was staff selection. A suf-
ficient number of experienced teachers, adequately prepared to function com-
peten:ily in the innovative capacity demanded by the project, did rot vol-
unteer. Some More Effective Schools teachers had objections to heterogenous
grouping, a key aspect of the project, and many others misunderstood the
concept and purpose of heterogeneous grouping. It is understandable that
tne most frequently menticned recommendation from the individual evaluations
«s for rigorous teacher preparation especially teilored tc the More Effective
Schnois project.

A review of P129's five program aspects reveals that despite the in-
novative strategics, this project was the least siccessful of all programs
discussed in this chanter. The project was beset with conflict and proLlems
of staffing and implementation.

The Learning Center was intended to serve a total ol 100 pupils in
four 10-week cycles. It was established in an arnex c¢f the school and utilized
Yeshiva University personnel and materials. Although for the most part the
teachers were young, inexperienced, recent graduates of the University, the
parents of the children believed that this aspect of the project was superisr
to the regular readinyg prorram in the school. Asg the first 10-week cycle
neared completion, the parents protested their children's return to the
regular school. As a resul!, the Ilrst cycle, which began late, 1in Fovember,
was extended to 13 weeks, permitting only two cycles that year. Only U3 of
the proposed 100 children were able to participate in the Learning Center.
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Because of the feelings aroused during this conflict, two of the staff
members most familior with contingency management resigned and could not
be replaced.

Although the Learning Center was judged to be successful by parents
and students, it cannot bte assessed positively in terms of actual reading
gains achieved. During the school year, students gained 6 months in
veading, but all continued *o read,on an average, two years below grade
nori.

The experimental curriculum used in the fourth grade Saturation aspect
of the project was also un-uccersful, for teachers were vunfamiliar with the
new reading and science materials that were introduced. Some gains were
made by 30 fourth-grade students who received special tutoring in math-
ematins as part of the experiment. There was some i1ndividualized or small
7rour instruction in reziing, but none in other subject areas. While
& ditional personnel were provided, class size was not reduced permanently
and was gen.rally considered too large for small-group instruction. The
curriculum developmeni specialist was often used for other purposes, in-
cluding substituting for absent teachers.

The Science phase of the project was characterized by adversity from
its beginning. The commercial science materials were delivered late, post-
poning the program's beginning until late spring. Moreover, teachers found
the workbooks beyond the students' reading capacity.

The plans for the Inservice Training aspect included seminars with
visiting consultants, demonstration lessons, and individual guidance and
consultation. Although project personnel and supervisors of the P129
project made themselves available for consultation, Yeshiva University
consultants were not available to the extent that they were needed.
Because their expectations could not be met, the morale of the school's
regular teachers was lowered and they tended to withdraw their cooperation;
ultimatl:=ly, they were openly hostile toward the project and its personnel.

In reality the Governing Board, the major thrust of the Decentraliz-
ation element, governed very little. It was e¢stablished to administer the
project, but members were frustrated by their lack of financial and executive
powers. The Governing Board had little impact on school policy, since it
was under direct control of the local school board arnd the District Super-
intendent.

A study of More Effective Schools and P177 permits contrasting two ex-
periments. It has been shown that More Effective Schools, with the support
of its teaching and administrative staff, has bzen enthusiastically endorsed
by a majoritv of those involved in the project. They have expanded their
greatest teaching efforts to the furtherance of the program. Evaluation
has slLown, however, that the program centinues to suffer from inadequat:
numbers of qualificd, competent teachers who can relinquish old tcaching
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rethods for the new styles more attuned to the innovative concepts of
Vore Effective Schools. The P129 project incorporated various approaches
of spirited innovetion; its lack of success can no doubt be atiributed to
unrealistic and inadequete plenning snd feilure to assess the needs of the
school. Moreover, the magnitude of what wes intended in this project was
in complete disharmony with its meeger budget.

Although the evalustors recomrended recycling P129 with modificetions,
it was not recycled. Students of PS 129K would probebly benefit more if &
new project were developed -- one designed specificelly to meet their needs.
However, certain project elements. notably contingency msnagement, sppear
to be worthy of future considerstion, provided that sdeguate plenning and
training take place.

The atmosphere in which progrems function must be congidered. No
project cen succeed wihtout staff acceptance end community support. tecause
antagonisms between PS 129K faculty, Project Beacon staff, and community
members serving on the Governing Board were permitted to erupt znd continue,
hos:ilities developed that resulted in faculty, and, to a lesser extent,
community rejection of the project. More Effective Schools on the other
hand, has made a better beginning, end is held in great esteem by its ad-
vocates as & model for the future, despite the lack of demonstrable im-
provement in reading end methematics. 'fhese erperiments clearly demonstrate
the need for estsblishing end meinteining lines of conmunication ariong sall
cencerned.
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CHAPTER VII
MOTIVATIONAL ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

Marge Benjamin

The projects grouped under Motivational Academic Programs include
those that provide intensive services to pupils without special behavior
problems or physical handiceps, in crder to motivate them to continue
their education. Most of these projects serve high-school age youth
who volunteer, or who are selected on the basis of rigorous criteria.
The projects take place in a variety of settings -~ in the traditicnal
school or more innovatively in community agencies, in storefront cen-
ters, and on job sites. Teachers are supplemented by paraprofessionals,
student street workers, or guidarce and health specialists. While many
problems of implementation remain unsolved, and while these projects
have involved 1little change in curriculum and teaching methods, they
were, in many instances, notably successful Perhaps these successes
reflect the feeling of "specialness” on the part of the participants
-~ both staff and students -- who have been singled out for a partic-
ular project.

Motivational Academic projects, although receiving a small por-
tion of the total Title I funds in New York City, represent an i-creas-
ingly larger share of the total =-- less than 2 percent in 1965-b6, ap-
proximately 3 p.rcent in 1966-67, and 8 percent in 1967-68. The proj-
ects are arranged in trree components, College Preparation, School Re-
tention, and Vocational Preparation programs. Table VII-1 shows the
amount budgeted and the percent expended for the projecis in each of
the components for 1965-66 through the Summer 1968. The two College
Preparation projects, College Discovery and Development and Collega
Bound, together account for the largest portion of funds budgeted in
this program area; the Nelghborhood Youth Corps summer project is the
next largest, followed by programs for pregnant girls. The nther proj-
ects are quite small in scope.

COLLEGE PREPARATION PROGRAM COMPONENT

The College Discovery and Development project and College Bcund
were designed to improve academic performance and college readiness for
disadvantaged high rchool students whose potential exreeds their per-
formance. College Discovery and Development was initiated in 1965 and
ia located in five high schools, one in each borough. The selected
students travel to the centers which function as a schcol-within-a-
school. The project is administered Jointly by the Board of Education
and Tha City University of New York, which guarantees to College Dis-
covery and Development graduates admission to one of its units. College
Discovery and Development features small classes, intensive guidarce
services, cultural enrichment, and tutoring by college students. Each
year a new ninth-grade class is accepted into the progren.
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TABLE VII-1

FUNDS BUDGETED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED FOR MOTIVATIONAL ACADEMIC
PROGRAMS, 1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB?
{Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR
1965-66 and 196667 and 1967-6" and
_Sumger 166 Surger!67 | _Summer 1P|
COMPONENT AND Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount
PRQOJLCTS Budgeted | Expended | Budgeted | Expended Budgsted
COLLEGE PREPARATION 552 82 1,504 g6 4,493
College Discovery
and Development 552 82 1,147 87 1,210
College Bound - - 356 83 3,283
SCHOOL RETENTION - - 104, 28 483
Pregnant Girls - - 104 28 310
Oporation Retura - - - - 115
Street Academies - - - - 58
VOCATIONAL
PREPARATION 278 73 217 95 m
Neighborhood Youth ,
Corpa 278 73 242 95 273
Benjamin - - - - 98
Frenklin Clueter
MISCELLANEOUS - - 27 96 62
PEP - - 16 9L 23
Hospital Schools,
Summer - - : 11 98 c
Camping for
Leadsrship - - - - 49
TOTAL $830 9% |suem | s | ss,0

8CAB is the Central Administration Dudgst.
O DPrinal budget figures and expenditures wers not available for the 1967-48
IQJ!:‘ school year ty the cutoff date for this report,
- ¢Funded under State Urban Education Program. '
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Coliege Bound began full-~scale operation in 1967-68. In the spring
of the previous academic year a planning ra it was obtained tc plan this
project, and in the Swmmer 1967 a small pilot prcject was initiated for
3200 high school-aged students. Iun goals aad services College Bound is
51m11ar to tt~ College Discovery and Development project, but it is
iarger and more diffused, currently being based in 27 high schools.

One hundred colleges and universities, including The City University,
form the College Bound Corporacion, whereby a member college adopts a
particular high school, uffering students preadmission counseling and
tutorial and general assistance, and agrees to admit successful grad-
astes. Ninth and tenth graders are selected for College Bound on the
basis of achievement, attendence, conduct, arnd poverty. The ethnic
background of the students reflects the racial composition of the school
and of the City. Because of the selection criteria there was some dif-
ficulty in assembling a balance of students functioning on or below
grade level as originelly proposed; as a result, the College Bound stu-
dent group is functioning at a higher grade level than was planned. The
Summer 1967 project cycle stressed intensive remediation and auxiliary
services.l A feature of the full-vear project is parallel programnirng
of subject matter clesses based on ability groupings, with flexibility
in pupil assignment. In many of the .articipating high school teachers
volunteered for the assignment.

By all reports, College Discovery and Development hss been success-
ful; it has been commended by the New York Stete Title I Ccordinator,
and cited as "outstanding” by the United Statzs Office of Education.
College entrance figures are impressive; of 550 sludents who entered
th2 program in 1955, two-thirds earned academic diplomas, ard almost
two-thirds of the entrants went on to higher educaticn. College ed-
inission statistics favor girls and Puerto Ricans.

Since College Bound did not actually begin operation until 1967,
there are as y2t no comparable college admission figures. In the Summer
pilot project, students made significant gains in subject area achieve-
ment, surpassing control groups. In neither project was tiiere evidence
of innovative or creati.c curricula, instruvctinonal methods, or teacher
training.

Follow ihrough at the coliege level is crucial to judging the long-
term success of hoth projects. The obligation on the part of colleges
should go beyond acceptance to tirovide special help or encouragement to
the student while in college. The Foard of Directors of the College
Bound Corporation is r esently discussing mechanisms for improving

Summer enriciment services to junior high school students in residence
at Skidmore College is a feature of PEP (Prog-ams to Excite Potential),
a Title III project; Title I funds provided transportation and living
costs. PEP is the only New York City project combining funds under
Titles I and III.
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. the college retention rate of minority group students, including coun=-
seling, student stipends, and special courses; some member coll:ies ae
trying a buddy system, pairing an experienced college student with an
incoming freshman.

Further research is needed to identify the significant factors -~
sucn 8s the selection of students, the selecticn of staff, the concen-
trated guidance services ~- making these collecge oriented programs
successful and special; such information would provide a basis for up-
prading the quality o. the high school experience for all students.

3CHOOL RETENTION PROGRAM COMPONENT

Another group of three projects had as a major aim continued school-
ing for youngsters traditionally barred from classes -- the so-called
push-outs (pregnant girls or suspended students), and the Grepouts who
elect to leave school before the legal age.

The project for Pregnant Girls evolved as a pilot project in one
center in 1967; by the following year it had grown to five centers,
three of which were funded by Title I. Girls with medical certifica-
tion of pregnancy were offered the opportunity to continue their ed-
ucation, and to receive training in chlld care, personal hygiene, and
vocational skills. 1In special facilities linked with hospital mater-
nity clinics, the girls received year-round attention in small classes,
including guidance, health and nutrition, and some training in business
subjects.

The evaluators felt thai the project had thz potential of holding
the girls in school. Although attendance at the centers was irregular,
mest students were enthusiastic, and judged the program more stimulating
than their regular school experience. 1In 1968, the evaluators felt that
the project ovjectives were being met for the majority of the girls.

Of the girls who had attended one center, and who did not go to work
after delivery, almost ali returned to school and remained in school to
the end of the year. Followup studies arc necded to evuluate sustained
attendance in regular school. Much of tne success of this program was
attributed to the dedication and quality of the personnel. Expansion
of facilities was recommended. Infant-care facilities are also needed
to enable the young mother to return to school.

This demonstration project has paved the way for developing tech-
niques to meet the needs of a limited number of school-age pregnant
girls. 1Its effectivencss has changed Board of Education citywide pol-
icy, and is a clear examrle of the spread of the benefits of a Title I-
initiated activity to non-Title I atudents throughout the City. As a
result of this project pregnart girls are no longer automatically sus-
pended from school, and young mothers have the option of transferring
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to a new school after delivery. Moreover, the Board changed its rules
so that pregnant teachers may now remain longer at their jobs, instead
of having to go on maternity leave at a specified point in pregnancy.

The Title I project desigried to serve students suspended from
elementary, Junior high, and high schools was initiated on a pilot basis
in the Spring 1968. Operation Return offered small-group remedial in-
struction and provided family assistants to work with the student's
family. The objective of the project was to return the suspended stu-
dent to regular school. The clinical staff of psychologists and social
workers sought to help the studeni acquire adaptive social skills.
Classes were held in community agencies as well as school buildings,
and were taught by teachers who specifically elected to work with these
children. A paraprofessional was assigned to each class c¢f eight stu-
dents.

The participating staff rated the project as having quite positive
effects on students' enthusiasm, on their cooperation in class, and on
respect for others. The projec® had some positive effect on students’
achievement and attitudes. Supervisors and evaluators rated tlLe teach-
ers' performance and sensitivity to students' problems as high.

A third school retention program, the Benijamin Franklin Street
Academies, was initiated with Title I funds in 1967. Originally the
projec} aimed at an operation similar to the Urban league Street Acad-
emies,” but it was subsequently modified to stress prevenli.e work with
po’'»ntial dropouts, since adequate numbers of s&ctual dropouts could not
be recruited. The original storefront was augmented by a second, in
which licensed Board of Education teachers taught during school hours.
A major fcous of the project was the role of the student advisors
(street workers) who attempted to achieve rapport with students, de-
velop their leadership qvalities, and provide them with guidance in
personal problems, The street workers were available to the students
24 hours a day, seven days & week. These services vere designed to
effect a positive change in behavior and to raise aspiration levels,
in addition to providing educational rehabilitation.

The goal of reaching 300 students each year proved unrealistic;
60 students were served intensively during the one-year operation. Of
these 60, 15 graduated from the Academy to an Urban League preparatory
school or to the next grade at Benjamin Franklin High School. There
were a series of problems. The athletic program was apparently efrective,

“The Urban Lleague Stireet Academies were initiated in 1963, as an alter-
native educational process for students who had dropped out of high
school. Classes are held in storefronts and are structured in three
successive stages: strcet academies, academies of transition, and
preparatory schools.,
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as were the field trips, but the latter were handicapped by limited
funds. Serious funding problems resulted in the late payment of staff
salaries and delayed purchase of materials and repairs. There was no
evidence of any training for the staff, and in the second center in
particular, there was little comuunity involvement. ‘

The number of students studied intensively was disappointingly
small; there is a definite need for more intensive study, particularly
followup on the students served, to compare their performance tefore
and after attendance at the Academies.

The big problem is how to identify dropouts before they drop out,
and how to adapt and expand efforts dasigned to keep them in school, or
to return them to school. Since & goal of college attendance for g1l
students is unrealistic, reszl alternatives, including vocational train-
ing, should be offered. Ir the Stree? Acadeuny model 1s fillowed, affil-
iation with a college ~r university should ve sought so that staff can
be trained and new, appropriate curricula can be developed.

VOCATIONAL PREPARATCRY PROGRAM COMPONENT

The final component included in the Moctivational Academic Progrem
area has school retention as its objective, with an emphasis on voca-
tional preparation. Two projects are included.

The Neighborhood Youth Corps project, prior to the ESEA, was funded
completely by tax levy, and in the years covered in this study the project
was funded partly by Title I and partly by U.S. Department of Labor funds.
Tne Department of Labor funds are used to piy students for jcbs. The pro-
gram is run jointly by the local community action agencies, which ad-
minister the vocational aspect, and by the Board of Education, which
runs the educaticnal aspect. The educational program offers remedi-
ation and enrichment for ten hours a week during the summer {generally
on the job site) for about 3,000 youngstars.,

The project was judged to fill & definite need, to be moderately
successful, and to have great potential. Enrollees' atti.udes toward
selt’ and school were rated as improved, but urfcrtunately school reten-
tion figures are not available. The vocational aspects did not fare as
well, Jobs for the students were scarce, pay scales were low,and stu-
dents often did not get paid on time.

There was some conflict between the Loard ~f Education and several
of the community action apencies, because of liversity in objectives.
In addition, the evaluators noted deCicieicies in the coordination of
the project in different areas of the City. In general, the role of
thz curriculum specialists was not delined, ad school records were not
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used appropriately. Recommendations were for improvement in curriculum,
physical facilities for instruction, teacher training, and job placement
screening.,

The Benjamin Franklin Cluster project was designed by the schools’
teachers? to restructure classes for 320 ninth-graders of high academic
ability with the goal of fostering a sense of belonging and an orienta-
tion to the world of work: The special ninth-grades classes were to be
organized as a school-within-a-school, in contrast to the out-of-schcol
Heighborhood Youth Corps project. Paraprofessionals, guidance counselors,
and supportive clinical personnel augmented the work of teachers.

The firsi year of operation (1907-68) was judged more negative
than positive. Because there were difficulties in assembling the pro=-
posed targe* population, academic requirements for participation were
lowered. Although the cluster plan and individualized instruc*ion were
implemented, and students and teachers relt closer, many defects were
noted. Among these were failure to revise curriculum content, poor
prysical facilities, poorly implemented coordination with Teachers Col-
lege (Columbia), administrative tangles, and ineffective parent involve-
ment. Students were dissatisfied with the social limitations of cluster
classes, and attendance was poor.

These problems stermed largely from lack of planning and an inade-
quate level of funding. The vocational orientation program, composed
of trips and lectures, was good, the evaluators felt. They recommended
teacher training and supervision; expansion of attendance, social work,
and psychological services; remedial reading; redefinition of paraprofession-
als' roles: and more guidance from the University. The program was contin-
ued in 1906-u9 using decentralized Title I funds.

In summary, all the Motivational Acudemic projects had several things
in common -~ they offered small classes and individualized instruction,
and featured supportive services such a. guidance, health, ard home-~
school liaison. Implementatiion was uneven, goals were sometimes unreal-
istic, and there was only moderate emphasis on innovative curriculum
and teaching practices. Staff are groping for techniques to make school-~
ing more .meaningful to these students. Yet these prograns are among
the most exceptional efforts in Title T.

At the request of the Fr nklin Improvement Program Committee (FIFC),
a rchool-community-uniersity organization.

3

4

This project is ircluded in the vocational preparaticn category,
although this is only one aspect of its program.
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One of the ma,jor lessons to be learned fron the Motivational
Azademic projects is that even in the absence of specific curr.cular
adaptations, teach»r trainirg, or other innovative improvements, they
tend to be successful. Studecats tend to make gains in achievement,
to remain in school, or to return to school. Moreover, these projects
appear exciling and special to the participating students and staff,
ard to outside concerned persons. 1t is probaply true that these stu-
dents were more carefully ecreened than the students participating in
other projects, and they seem highly motivated. The more successful
ot these projects have restricted the target population to an identi-
{iable group of students, designated on the basis of a single immedi-
ate need. These projects tend to concentrate efforts to meet the
particular need. To make these projects the model for the future,
the variables associated with project success should be identified so
that all projects may be expanded with the same success that has
chazracterized these projects.
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CHAPTER VIII

SUPPLEMENTARY ACADEMIC FROGRAMS

The Supplementary Acaderiic program area -- including projects for
both public and nonpublic school children -~ provides special academic
instruction to supplement that of the regular classroom. These projects
usually emphasize services to elementary level children with academic
deficiencies, and some also provide enrichment activities. Many of
these projects operate after the regular school day or school year.

The projects have been treated in three major component groups;
Afterschool and Summer, Corrective Reading and Mathematics, and English-
as-a-Secord Language. Ia the 1966-67 school year, these projects ac-
counted Tor 13 percent of the total Title I funds budgeted, and in size
were second only to the budget for the .egular Academic projects; by
1957-68, the budget for the group of Supplementary Academic projects
had been reduced to 3 percent of the total Title I budget. Table VIII-1
on the fullowing page shows the amount budgeted and the percentage of
funds expended for these projects. Afterschool and Summer projects was
the largest component jin the early years, bit by the third year many proj-
ects had been shifted to Siate Urban Education Program; the recyecling of
afterschool centers was left to the discretion of the districts, and these
activities were often continued with decentraiized Title I funds; English-
as-a~Second Language was introduced in 1957-68 with two projects, one
for public school children arnd cne for children attending nonpublic schools,

AFTERSCHOOL AND SUMMER PROGRAM COMPONENT

Afterschool and Summer projects existed in New York City prior to
the ESEA, but were limited. Summer schools had been instituted to give
the student who had failed a course, or who needed to repeat the course,
an opportunity to do so in tlie summer. With the advent of Title I,
summer school opportunities increased dramatically in size and scope.
Prior to Title I, 24 elementary sclinols operated a summzr program; in
the summer 1965 Title I funds were used to expand this Summer Day
Elementary School project to 86 schools in disadvantaged communities.
Other elementary 3chools in more advantaged areas were supported with City
funds. The Junior High School summer project was cumpletely furded under
Title I, and the High School projects were expanded. For the first time,
as a result of the availability of Title I funds, summer activities were
also made available to Socially Maladjusted and Fmoticnally Disturbed
children. In addition to providing remediation and opportunities to make
ur failures, these summer programs offered enrichment activities, music
and art, activities for intellectually gifted children, instruction in
English-as-a-Second Language, and speech.

In the fall of 1965, aftersciiool study centers in public elementary
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TASLE VIII-1

FUNDS BUDGETED AND PROPORTION ~XPENDED FOR SUP. LEMENTRY ACADEMIC PROGRAMS
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CApR®
{Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR

1965-66 and 1966-67 and 2196768 and
Summer '66 Summer 67 Surmer. '63b |
COMPOYENTS Amount Percent Amcunt Percent Amowr,
AND PROJECTS Budgeted | Expended | Budgeted | Fxpended Budgeted
AFTERSCHOOL AND
SUMMER 7,128 64 7,763 92 -
ASSC 1,139 88 3,989 80 —_
Educational
Enrichment 1,832 LO -— — —_—
Remedial
Centers 262 51 - -_— -
ASSC, 15201 - - 75 59 -
Summer Schools 3,894 63 3,699 106 c
CORRECTIVE 476 39 1,812 76 1,638
Reading L76 39 386 88 914
Mathematics - -— 92¢, b4 724
ENGLISH, 2nd
LANGUAZE - - - -- 756
rubiic Schoois — - — -— 655
Nonpublic
Schoela - - - - w01l
TOUTAL SUPPLEMEN-
TARY ACADIMIC
PROGRAM $7,603 6% $9,576 89% $2,394
|

8CAB is the Central Administration Budget.

bFinal budget figures and expenditures were not available for the 1967-63
school year by the cutoff date for this repori.

CFunded under State Urban Education Program.
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and junior high schools provided remedial and tutorial instruction in
reading and mathesmatics; tlese centers were crganized in many of the

same schools selccted for the Open Enrollment, Improved Services, More
Effective Schools, and Transitional Schools projects. Iater in the year,
iwo projects for nonpublic szhool children were intitated; an Educational
Enrichment project in art, music, health education, and library was es-
teblished in public schouls during the regular school day or after school
hours. The other project for nonpublic school children -~ Remedial and
Tutorial Afterschool Centers -- was originally located on the premises

of the nonpublic schools, hut largely as a result of the opposition cf
some civic groups to this use of Title 1 funds, the centers were moved

to public school premises. In 19G6-07 the afterschool projects were
combined for fw ding purposes; they operated on public school premises,
and vere open to both public and .onpublir school children. The sessions
generally ran from shortly after 3 P.M. to 5 P.M., three days a week,

There had been a sharp distinction in the pupil requirements for
participation in enrichment and remedial activities. To be eligible for
remedial instruction, a student crdinarily had to be une or twe years
retarded in the subject area. 1In contrast, to participate in the enrich-
ment activities, a pupil had to be reading at grade level. The intention
vas to provide remedial and enr.. hment activities to different groups of
childre:n, but there was in fact overlap. It was found that enrichment
cruld be used to motivate children to participate in tne remedial program;
particularly in those instances where attendance or registraticn was a
problem, a promise of enrichment activities along with remedial ones pro-
vided incentive for the children.

The Remedial and Tutorial Afterschool project was Judged 1o be a
limited success. The students ovevcame sore of their deficiencies in
reading, as measured by standard:zed tests, but most did not reach grede
level. 1In the first year the greatest gains were made by third-grade
pupils. In the summer Frojects some students alsc gained, sometimes as
rnuch as half a year during the six-weel sessic~ but were stiil not up to
grade expectativa.

The effects of enrichment activities or upils &re more difficult
tc judge; objective measures are not availe <, and the existing tests
of performance or appreciation are inapproiriate, Perhaps the effect-
iveness of these activities must be judged by the quality of iustruction,
and by the interest and other reactiuns of the studentc. Genera’ly, the
enrichment activitics were better attended, and were rated hy the staff
as more interesting to the students, than were ‘he remedial aspects.
These findings are not surprising and 'end corfirmation to the motiva-
tional value of enrizhment ar~tivities.

Attendance in the summel was generally better than attenda:.ce after
school hours. Attendance was best for enrichment activities in the sum-
mer; it was satisfactory in the summer remédial reading and mathematics
sessions. Attendance was a severe problem in the afterschool centers,
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because of the location of the centers and the timing. In the winter,
the sessions ended so late that the child wculd have to go home alone
after dark, unless an adult came for him. Since the centers were not
always at neighborhcod schools, rume children hal a iong tiip. In
the spring attendance again fell btecause the centers hed to compate
with outdoor play. Attendance was so consistently a problem in the
afterschool projects that their potential value was seriously dimin-
ished.

The Afterschool and Summer projects recruited voluintecrs; there
was no requirement that anyore attend if he did not want to. This
may have recgulted in a select population, including children who were
better motivated, or :ncouraged b) cheir parernts. The projects made nc
attempt to recruit tue harder to reach, many of whom probably could
have Yenefitel greatly from the services offered. Since adequate recordec
were not kept, little is known about the nuber cf kinds of children who
attended.

These projects suffered I'rom many other comrlications. Instruction-
al materials and supplies were invarisbly late iun arriving and in some
instances never were delivered. There were great difficulties in re-
cridting staff, and not enough {ime devoted to training them. Students’
home school records were not made available to the afterschool and summer
vrojects, so psart of the projeci time was cursumed in collecting infor-
wrtion that was already on record el sewhere. HMuthermor2, records were
not sent buck to the child's home scltool, so the regular school often
had no idea of *he progress made nor of the recomasendaticrs of the project
staff.

Despite these limitations, Afterschcol and Summer Projects represent
a real opportunity for experimentation becausz the activities need not be
tound by the stme :.les that govern thz regular school day and yeer. These
projects have & more relaxed and freer atmosphere. Generally class size
is small. 1t snould be possible, therefore, to estaplish good criteria for
student selection, to gain some insight into pupil motivation, to select
teachers of demonstrated ability, and to implement creative techniques
and approaches without great ccst and disruption of the traditional academic
sequence, The swmer time and after school tim2 provide an ideal setting
where new ideas -ould be developed and tried out, which has not been used
1o advantege. Nor have the mcre traditional activities been imslemented
effectively.

CORRECTIVE FROGRAM COMPONENT

The Corrective Reading and Corrective Mathematics projects funded
under Title I were designed to provide children attending nonpublic schools
with the same kinds of remedial services that already existed for children
in public schools, These cpportunities were new to nompublic school
children, although the content of the materiels and the teaching techniques
were based on experiences in the public schools.
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In the early years, and to some extent later, logistical difficulties
interfered with the projects' effectiveness. Supplies were very delayed
in arrival. Regulations governing salaries and the general shortage of
t achers madeit impossible to recruit enough experienced teachers to im-
plement the programs fully. Despite spe-cial training and recruitment
efforts, (see chapter on Teacher Training Programs) positious were often
unfilled, or were filled at odd times during the project; many of the
corrective teachers left during the pregram, which meant discontinuance
of the project in a school. Although some inservice training was offered,
the corrective teachers were generally inexperienced and needed more
training and orientation to the educational milieu of the ncnpublic schools.,

The Title I eligibility requirements aie such that most eligible
nonpublic schools participate in both Corrective Reeding and Corrective
Mathematics, in addition to Guidance Clinlcs and Bus Trips. Scheduling

these activities wus difficui%, causing some disruption to the schools.

Children received cocrrective instruction in small groups of about 10,
fo. about one hour or two half-hours once or iwice a week, and were con-
tinually leaving and returning to the regular classroom. Recently, par-
ents of children attei.ding nonpublic schools have asked that no instruc-
tion take place in regular classrooms during the time their children are
excused for special instruction. Complying witn this reguest would mean
there would be little time for regular teaching.

There was 1lso a severe shortage of space in the nonpublic schools,
and many corrective classes were held in guditoriums, gymnasia, and caf-
eterias. As the schools and the project coordinators gained more experi-
ence with scheduling, “he effects of many of the organizational problems
lessened. The prcbleme still remain severe, however, for the individual
¢hild who may participate in more than one project.

Selection criteria were established for pupil participation. Tf the
child was achieving one or two years below grade level in the subject ares
lie was eligible for corrective instruction. No directions were included
in the project proposals describing specific measures of low tchievement
to be used. This permitted the schools great latitude. In many instances
pupils were selected on the basis of a recommendation by the classroom
teacher or principal; this was not necessarily a drawback since these
people are conversant with the needs of the children in the school.
However, as the evaluators indicated, the reasons for some of the recom-
mendations were disciplinary or behavioral, and not simply poor achieve-
ment in reading or mathematics. 1Inclusion of children with nonacademic
problems will, of course, dilute the effects of the services for all
participants. Selection criteria should te developed to limit the par-
ticipants to those demonstrating specific academic needs. Children whose
most pressing needs are nonacademic should participate in other projects,
specifically tailored to them.

In 1966-67, the Informal Textbook Test was used to select children
for the Corrective Reading project. This test is a very crude procedure,
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and depends to a great extent on the exparience of Lhe examiner and the
bcok he uses; it does not provide diagnostic informat.ion nor useful scores.
It may be necessary tc develop a betler selection mensure, one that is
more sensitive, to premit diagnostic of specific problems.

Jome consideration should be given to the concept of retardation as
a requirement foi pupil participation. Retardation in a particular sub-
Ject area is relative; like everything else, the ability to learn is
distrubed over a wide range, and some children will remain behind gi'aie
level regardless of the type or amount of instruction they receive. Spe-
cial programs may be necessary for crildren who have a basic learning
difficulty or who are extremely far behind. Excluding from participation
those children whose test performance places them near or above grade level
works special hardships for the more able students who, in fact, may also
have reading dif<icuities. Many children are educatiorally deprived
without falling behind on standardized tests. Some cornsideration should
be given to improving their skills so they too c¢an use their full poterntial.

The results of the Corrective Reading and Corrective Mathematics pro-
Jects, in terms of improved achievement of participatirg students, were oftzn
disappointing, although technical problers involved in testing, reco-d-
keeping, and in assessing the quality of instruction precludes definitive
statements, By the 1967-68 year, the evaluators of the Corrective Reading
and Corrective Mathematics projects concluded that tlere were greater
gains than would be expected for children in 2 regulear classroom situation,
particularly for younger children, and thus they considered the projects
successful,

ENGLISH AS A SFCOND LANGUAGE PROGRAM COMPONENT

During the 1967-68 school year two projects for tenching English-as-
a-Second Language were inaugurated, one for public school children and
the other for ~hildren attending nonpublic schools.

The major cb, ‘vive of the nonpublic school project was to improve
pupils proficiency in English so that they could participate effectively
in standard instructional courses. A total of 1250 students in grades 1
to8 participated; based on sample data, 60 percent of the children had a
Spanish language background. Twenty-three licensed retired teachers and
teachers on maternity leave were assig, 2d to 32 nonpublic schools %o
provide instruction to students selected by them from esmong those recom-
mended by regular school staff. This was an improvement over the selec-
tion procedures developed for che Corrective Programs.

The model for the project was very similar to that for the Corrective
ading and Corrective Mathematics projects. Many of the problems were organ-
izational faciliti's were woefully inadequate, materials were not avail-
able or were inadegquate, and scheduling of groups was poor. These problems
are quite similar to the initial start-up difficulties 2xperienced over
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and over in implementing a project in the nonpublic schools.

Project teachers indicated that mos*t of the pupils in the nonpublic
schools project made notable progress in English skills. Pupils made
gains in regular classroom subjects as well -- in veading and spelling
for some students, and in mathematics, science, and history for others.
Project staff, regular school staff, and the evaluators felt that the
project was werthy of exvansion, especially to the kindergarten level.
If addition resources are not forthcoming, the evaluators recommended
reducing the total number of participants so that there could be a re-
ducti>n in size of the instructional groups and an increase in the rum-
ber of sessions provided.

The project in the public schools was very different in the pop-
ulation it scught to reach and in the techniques and methods it employed.
Jt was directed exclusively to children to Spanish-speaking backgrounds
in more than 100 public schools. There were six project elements; the
major ones included trairing for district coordinatcrs, inservice train-
ing for teachers, and limited use of special commercial materials.

Very often, the project personnel did not clearly understard the
aims of the project and felt that they did not receive enough training
nor enough supervision. The evaluators felt that the criteria for select~-
ing the project schools and participating children were inadequate, and
that the project elements could have been better articulated.

The Supplementary Academic projects cffer unusual opportunities that
have not been exploited. Since all these projects operate, to a greater
or lesser extent, cutside the fecrmal school sciedule, they offer a reliaxed
atmosphere, small instructional groups, and the possibility of individ-
ualizing instruction tor children with demonstrated need who seem to have
the incentive or can be motivated to learn.

These projects have been beset by major problems, although the pro-
Ject conditions are theoretically ideal. The first series of problems
was mainly organizational, and could have Leen more quickly resolved with
more adequate planning. Luring the three years under study, these problems
have tended to become less severe, as a result of experience with them.
However, as has been indicated in the English-as-a-Second Language project
in the nonpublic schools, each new project may be prey to the same com-
plications faced by prior projects. These start-up problems should now
be anticipated, especially in the light of several years experience, and
could be forestalled with more advance and careful preparation.

The other Important source of difficulty has been with the pupil
selection procedures and with the type and quantity of services offered.
Although flexible, the selection criteria have been specific, but the
projects continue to include some children selected on the basis of other,
predominantly behavioral, criteria. Many of the ¢ ‘ildren. as we will



%

indicate in the cliapter on Nonpublic School Participstion in Title I,
participate in several projects because of multiple deficiencies. If a
group of children can be gelected so that they all have a single, major
problem in common, the project activities could be better focused, and
new approaches to meeting the problem could be developed and tried out.
The present resources could be more concentrated, without an incresse
in the quantity of services provided to each participant. If Title I
is to be a search for effective metheds of educating deprived children,
these projects seem to pruvide an ideal structure for future Title T
projects.
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CHAPTER IX
EJRICHMENT PROGRAMS

Judith A, Eisler

These Title I projects propocsed to enrich the cchool experience
of poor children by aftforaing them opportunities, which otherwise
they would not be likely to have, to participate in activities such
as bus trips to places of civic and cultural interest, a student
talent show, and interschola.tic sports.

Tahble IX~-1 below shows the amount budgeted and the percent ex-
pended for enrichment projects from 1965 to 1958. These discrete

TABLE IX-1

FUNDS BUDGETED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED FOR ENRICHMENT PROGRAMS,
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB2
{Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR
1965-66 and 1966-67 and 1967-68 and
Summer '66 Sunmer '67 Summer 168P
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount
PROJACT Budgeted | Expended ]| Budgsted] FExpended Budgated
Interscholastic
Athlatics 352 34 - - -
Musical Talent
Showcase — - 9 76 —_—
Bas Trips - — 112 51 108
TOTAL ENRICHMENT
PROGRAM $352 36% | $121 53% $118¢

8CAB is the Central Administration Budget.

®rinal budget figures and expenditures were not availabla for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for this report.

€Included in this total is a $10,000 project National Environment Education
Development Frogram, which was originally planred at a Title I project but
was iater funded as a3 State Urban Education Act project, and was not sub-
tracted from the Ti.’e I buige. statement.
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enrichment projects constitute a very small. portion of the Title I
effort, 0.5 percent of the total amount of funds budgeted in 1965-%0,
and an even smaller investment thereafter. The percentage of obuigeted
funds expended in the first two years underscores the poor implemen-
tation of these projects. None was recyclea except tha Bus Trips
project for children attending nonpublic schools, which in its first
year started in January, and in the second year in Novenm»er.

Although these project proposals list objectives concerning both
attitudes toward school and academic achievement, the projects are not
primarily academic in nature. The Bus Trips vroject sought to improve
students' motivation to learn and thereby to improve their academiz
verformance. Title I funds provided for rental of buses; all other
arrangements were the responsibility of the participating schools.

The Musical Talent Showcase sought to increase the students’ awarness
of their worth, to expand their knowledge, and alsuv to provide an
entertaining and enlightening assembly program for Summer Day Zlemen-
tary Schoo's in specific poverty areas. The Interscholastic Athletic
roject aimed to effect positive che ges in students' attitudes toward
school, and thus to hrelp reduce the dropout rate, although this project
provided only athletic equipment, facilities, and staff.

Whether projects such as these meet the educational needs of powor
children, and whether it. can reasonably be expected that they will help
to ensure that “poverty will no longar Le a bar to learning and [iha§7
learning shall offer an escape from poverty," “l _. the motivating spirit
of the law ~- are questions of crucial importance. What makes them
questions difficult to answer is, in part, the nature of the relation-
ship between enrichment, motivation to iearn, and academ.c achievement.

It is reasonable to assume that the wider an individual's range
of experience is, the more interested he will be in the world around
him and the more likely he will be to seek to understand and become
involved in it. However, whet is less reasonable to assume is that
a few enrichment activities will have an immediate, measurable im-
ract on motivaticn to learn or improved academic performance. This
purporied relationship bztween enrichment,, motivation to learn, ani
academic achievement, which underlies the stated objectives of the
enrichment projects, has not been tested. We have, however, seen
some suggestion in the chapter on Supplementary Academic Programs,
that such activities may have motivational value.

Assuming that enrichment activities may have a positive effect
on acadenic performance, questions of the type, quality, and scope
of activities are germane. That is, how much exposure to what kinds

of e perience is necessary for such activities to effect a chenge in
pupil performance?

Ycommittee on Labor and Public Welfare, op. cit
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In 1907 the Bus Trips project proposcd three trips per pupil, and
in 1938, 1.5 trips per pupil. Trips were held during the regular school
dey ard usually lasted about 4 to 5 hours. Typical destinations for third
and fourth graders included visits to the Bronx Zoo, the Aquarium, and the
Museunn of Natural History. Older students went o places like the Metro-
politan Museum of A-{, Lincoln Center, and the Unitsd Nations. Teachers
accompanied their own classes, ard typically one or two other adults,
usually parents and occasionally other teachers, were present. Prnblens,
when encountered, revolved mainly around trip planning and organization,
and the lack of coordination among the Board of Education, the bus com-
pany, the schcol, and the trip site personnel. Approximately 67,003
nonpublic school children were eligible to participate in the first
year of the project's operation, and 85,000 in the second year. The
evaluation reports do not present the total number of children who ac-
tnally participated in the project, nor the number of trips each child
tock. Even assuming that each child went on three trips, the evaluators
of the Bus Trips for 1957 end 198 concluded that in view of the limited
degree of participaticn, observable measurable changes in claessroom per-
formance and attitudes toward learning could not realistically be assesr

In conirast with the stated long-range educaticnal objectives oi
Bus Trips project were the more immediate objactives of the Musical ”
Showcese. This project sought to give public ani nonpublic high scho
students an oppertunity to publicly demonstrate their t¢ -~nts and val
and it sought to expose both the performers and the aud 1ces to a syes a.
field of knowledge, the musical contributions of minority group pec -

To realize these objectives, a group of 20 musically talented ..
sthool students, with the help of a teacker-coordinator, prepared, d..
May ard June 1967, a talent show program which ‘rould be presented ac
assembly pregran for public and nonpublic school children attendin~- ¢
DPay Elem-ntary Schools. The performers were paid $1.50 an hour fo:
of 175 houFé, including rehearsal and performance time.

While the underlying assumptions of this piroject were that it +
heip improve tiiz sense of self-worth of disadvantaged children and
this improved self-image would have positive effects on their moti- it
to learn, and in turn on their clessroom performance, the operatio. 1
Jjectives were concrete, specific, and short-range; furthermore, the,
be identified, implemented, and assessed. That is, although the pr-
was predicated un the ultimate educational objective -- improvement
academic performance -- the project was designed in such a way as t -
vide for the achievement of more immediate goals, the attainment of
was subject to investigation.

These differences in the rnature of lhe objectives of the Pnsi
Talent Showcase and the Bus Trips projects raise important issuec:. fo

congideration. If it can be established that enrichment activities
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have significant educational relevence for lyw-income minority group
children, then progrem planners must address themselves to the question
of what kinds of activities have the greatest impact on achievement.
Are the most effective activities those that have more immediate and
concrete goals like the Musical Talent Showcase, rather than those with
longer-term and less specific objectives, like the Bus Trips? Are they
those that call for the active rather than relatively passive partici-
pation of students (e.g., particinating in a talent show versus going
or a bus trip)? Are they those that take place during the regular
school year or those thit operate during the summer months? Moreover,
are there ways of planring these enrichment projects so as to establish
and measure immediate goals, and simultaneously to establish connections
with ultimate goals?

If the objective of enrichment projects is to improve scholastic
performance, the projects must ve designed in such a way as to purrose-
fully relate to acacemic growth. For example, one evaluator suggested
that the preparation time for the bus trips could be used to provide
instruction to pupils in geograph., map reading, and the relation be-
tween travel time and distance. 1o expect bus trips alone to improve
pupil motivation to learn and to raise acedemic achievement, without
roating trips to classroom activities in some meaningful way, limits
the possible impact of such a project. If enrichment activities are
to have any edicational relevance at all, they must be thoughtfully
Planned and integrally related to the learning process as a whole; in
some cases this may mean a rneed for additional specific teacher train-
ing and preparation, without which these projecis would be of little
value tc the children.

Teachers involved in the bus trips expressed the need for greater
familiarization with the sites prior to the trips, so that they could
better prepare the children. According to one evaluator, however, "it
was not clear from the teachers' replies to what extent they would in
future take the init: tive to get necessary information; some seemed
to imply that they felt more information should be furnished to them.'2
Evaluators report that in scme instances the preparation of the chil-
dren for trips consisted of 1ittle more than a review of routine pro-
cedures and explanations of desirable behavior, while in other cases
it was extensive, with corresponding differences noted in the value of
the trips to the children. If students were also involved in the se-
lection and planning of trips and followup activities, they might be
more active participants.

2
Rita Senf, Bus Transportation to Places of Civic and Cultural Interest
in Rew York City for Disadvantaged Pupils in Nonpublic Schools, Center
for Urban Education, September 1967. o
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For the most part students enjoyed enrichment activities. The
expectaiion that these activities will have immediate, observable meas-
urable =ffects on actual academic perfurmance may be an unreasonable
assumption and not & necessary project goal or evaluation concern. In
funding these activities it has been assured that they influiznce pupil
motivation; it wculd seem Important to explore the naturc of this nas-
sumption. 1If these projecls expose deprived children to thirgs they
would not otherwise be likely to experience, and are therzrore wortn-
while, then the “ime, money, and energy would te bettzr spert in de-
signing enrichment antivities in such a way as to provid:s an opportu-
nity for demonstrable intellectual growth. Evaluation efforts accord-
ingly should focus on idertifying the most valuable activities, and on
establighing effective ways to implement them to ensure their greatest
possible rotivational and interest valuve for children.
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CHAPTER X
SPEECH PRUCRAMS

Marge Benjamin

Speech projects for both public and nonpublic sctool children have
been of two vasic types, Basic Speech Improvement designed to improve the
speech patterns of otherwise normal students, and Clinical Therapy for
the remediation of serious speech defects,

A relatively small amount of all Title I program money was budgeted
for speech; for the first three years combined, a total of $1.2 million
wvas allotted to speech projects. 1In the first year, £ll speech Projects,
and especially the nonpublic school Basic Speech Improvement project, re-
flected &« low level of implementation, as indicated by the small percen-
tage of funds expended (sce Table X-1 or the following page.) By the
second year, larger percentages of funds were expended, especially in the
clinical-therapeutic speech projects; the Summer 1967 Speech Therapy
Clinics exper-led approximately 393 percent of its tudget. Overall, the
increase in a ounts expended in this program area from the first to the
second year :.s f~om about 45 to 55 percent,

BASIC SPEECH LPROVEMENT COMPONENT

The design [or the 1965-€£6 Basic Speech Improvement project was de-
veloped ¢ ‘he basis of prior experience in the More Effective Schools
project. ‘ine Title I Basic Speech Improvement project operated for two
years in the public schools, and less than one year in the nonpublic schools.
For this pioject, a speech specialist conducted instruction in listening
and spea'.ing skills for whole classes. The grade spread was from 1 througn
9 in 25 public srhocls and 8 nonpubliec schools. The evaluation reports do
not make clear the basis for the selection of participating classes.

The underlying premise of this project was thiat the apeech of poor
childre . is often frogmented and inarticulate. The instructional goals
included the development of "self-expr 2ssion and cultural enrichment
throus’ eroup discussions and oral reporting" but nowhere in the project
descript.uon Jere the instructional procedures and techniques outlined.

Imp erentation problems in the nonpublic schools were particularly
acute, tut tie project also suffered in the public schools. Teacher
recru.t-e t difficulties often led to the hiring of inexperienced and
unqualified personnel for beth the pubiic and nonpullic schools' projects,
Classrcmm te.~hers who were supposed to observe the specialist and pro-
vide follo--through 2iten did neither. There was little consultatim

1

1z teach r recrnitment project for speech teachers was proposed Tor thle
Spring 1950, but was never irplemented.
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TABLE X-1

FUNDS BUDGETED AND FROPORTION EXPENDED, FOR SPEECH PROGRAMS
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB®
{Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR
1965-66 and 1966~67 and 1967-68 and
Summer 166 Summer '67 Summer '68
COMPONENTS Amount. Percent Amount Percent Amount
AND PROJECTS Budgeted | rkxpended | Budgeted | Expended Budgeted
BASIC SPEECH
TMPROVEMENT 246 L5 377 58 -
Public Schools 201 50 377 58 _—
Nonpublic Schools L5 22 - - -_—
CLINICAL THERAPY 133 46 268 75 210
Nonpublic Schooln 133 46 222 71 210
Clinicse, Summer - - 46 93 e
TOTAL $379 L% $645 65% $210

8CAB 15 the Central Administration Budget.

bFinal budget figures and expenditures were not available for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for this report.

€Punded under State Urban Educetion Progran.
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between the classroom teachers and specialists. 1In general, neither
classroom teachers nor specialists clearly understood the ains of the
project.

In the nonpublic schools, many project positions Were not filled
at all, and others were filled by unqualified persons. Since the planning
was inadequate, the schools had difficulty integrating the project into
their ongoing porgrams. The nonpublic school operation started very
late in the first yesar, and this project 3id not operate for a long enough
veriod to allow for assessment; the evaluators felt that any measurable
impact was unlikely, It is not surprising that this project was not re-
cycled,

In the public schools the project continuec in th= second year in the
same 25 schools; there were improvements, parii:ularly in the area of
curriculum content, Four-fifths of the classroom teachers saw some im-
provement in children's commuvnication skills; but they felt that classes
were too large, instruction was too infrequent, and was not properly
ceared to the age and intellectual ability of each class.

Although the evaluators were less critical of the operation of the
project in the public schools they noted problems,and recommended clerifi-
cation of goals, training for specialist persc.unel, and demonstration les-
sons for classroom teachers. The evaluators suggested that when the number
of trained personnel is limited, services should be concentrated on {ewer
schools, grades, or classes.

CLINICAL SPEBECH THERAPY COMPONENT

Under Title I a Clinical Speech Therapy project was offered for -he
first time to children attending norpublic scnools. The project was :re-
cycled for each of the years under study. In the Swwmer 1957, speech
clinics were opened to nonpublic children as well as public school children.
The Summer Speech Therapy Clinics and the Clinical Speech Therapy projects
were designed to diagnose and treat clinically those children with speech
defects conspicuous enough to be emotionally and educationally handicepping.
Children who had similar speech defects, whether stuttering, voice disorders,
lisping, lalling, or other articulatory defects resulting from cleft palates
or cerebral palsy, were treated in groups of no more than 10 pupils. Prob-
lems occurred in selecting the target children, largely because of ineffec-
tive screening procedures and reliance on referrals by classroom teachers,
who often lacked experience and training. As an alternative selection pro-
cedure, the evaluators recormended that 2 speech teacher individually
screen every child in grades 3 through 7. Although this would be a lengthy
and expensive procedure, it would result in service to those riost in need,

;'ost of the children in the eveluation sarple studied had received
therapy in one half-hour session per week., The evaluators felt that the
children needed at least two half-hour sessions per week. The average case-
load in the 1966-67 year was 200, 50 above the national zverage; the eval-
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uacors conciuded that the speech clinicians' caseload was too large and
the amount of individual therapy too brief for effectiveness. One rec-
ommendation made earlier was implemented on a small scale in 1967-68;
regional centers, for intensive and individualized therapy, were estzb-
lished in those poverty areas of the City where schools did not enroll
enough needy children to justify an inschool projent. These regional
centers may point the direction for the future organization of these
types of activities,

Pupil progress was difficult to assess. The first-year Clinical
Speech Therapy project was too short to evaluate, and in 1966-67 the
evaluators, entering the picture late, found little in the way of pre-
therapy records, Those records that did exist lacied accuracy and com-
Pleteness, In general, the problems of record-¥eeping were immense;
each year evaluators noted the need for better records. Tney also recom-
mended securing taped speech samples before and after exposure to the
progran, Furthermore, the development of appropriate test instruments
was considered essential since there are no standardized methods for as-
sessing change,

The eveluators noted a 16 percent discharge rate, which they compared
with a national average of 30 prrcent. The 1967-68 repcr* states that
while project results could not be assessed with certainty, there was
ample evidence that a substantial number of children benefited; and the
report on the six-week summer project indicated that 56 percent of the
sample children were judged to have made progress, 27 percent tn exhibit

' no chenge, and 17 percent to have regressed. The evaluators aviributed
: the beaefits to the quality of the therapy, which they described as ex-
cellent and which held the interest of ‘.ie younger children.

. A comperison of the Basic Speech Improvement project and the Clinical

{ Speech Therapy preject illustrates the care that must be taken in defining

- project goals, 1In the former project, the perscnnel were uncertain about

i vhat they were to sccomplish, and there was difficulty in designating tar-

‘ get classes aiid in developing and iwmplementing appropriate instructional

- strategies. In the Clinicel Speech Therapy project the goals and the
target population were more identifiable. This project, however, served

] more children than should have been accommudated in the light of the level

.- of resources aveilable; as & result, more children were treated less in-
tensively than the severity of their nesd warranted.
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CHAPTER XI
GUIDANCE PROGRAMS

George Weinbterg

The Guidance Programs area includes projects that emphasize guid-
arice and counseling for pupils with social and emotional problems of
varying intensity., 1In this chapter we shall examine those projects in
which guidance is the major focus, althoigh many projects classified
elsewhere included assignments of guijance and counseling persomnnel or
of clinical teams. More Effective Schools and College Discovery and
Development, for example, offered intensive guidance services, vhile
the plans for th: Improved Services and Compensatory Education projects
also assigned aduitional guidance personnel.

The guidance projects are subdivided into three components: Guid-
ance Centers for children attending nonpublic schcols: Special School-
ing for the socially maladjusted and emotionally disturbed; and Insti-
tutional Schools for the neglected, deprived, and delinquent. Table XI-1
on the following page summarizes for each project the amount of money
budgeted and the proportion spent. The great variability in the percent-
age of expenditures from component to component reflects the severe eghort-
ages cof trained licensed guidance and clinical perscnnel.

GUIDANCE CENTERS COMPONENT

This component includes one project designed for nonpublic school
children, which was initiated in the first year of Title I, and which
has been recycled each year with modifications in the proposal. A com-
paratively large amount of space is devoted to the discussion of this
project because it typifies many ¢f the problems running through all
Title I projects for children attending nonpublic schools, and in ad-
dition calls attention to problems in providing similar services to
public school zhildren. '

The Guidance Centers project (also called Qut-of-School Guidance and
Evening Guidance) offered to pupils in the eligidle nonpublic schools
guidance snd clinical services similar to services available for pupils
attending public schools. Personnel for the Guidance Centers -- guidance
counselors and the clinical teams of social workers, psychologists, and
psychiatrists -- were to be recruited, licensed, and supervised by the
Board of Education. The project proposal included plans for & training
program in menta) heslth concepts for the teachers in the nonpublic schools,
and also a series of orientation sessions for center staffs to .amiliarize
them with the ecducational philosophy and practices of the nonpuvlic schools.

The stsrt of the project in the {irst year was deleyed beca:se of the
controversy concerning federal aid to nonpublic schools. The location of
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TABLE XI-1

FUYDS BUDGETED AND PROPCRTION EXPENDED FOR GUIDANCE PROGHAMS
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB2
(Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR
1965-66 and 1966-67 and 1967-68 and
Surmer !'66 Surmer 67 Sumemer !68P
COMPONENT AND Amount Percent Anount Percent Amount
PROJECTS Budgeted } Expended | Budgeted } Expended Budgeted
GUIDANCE CENTERS 606 37 3,227 52 662
Evening 606 37 2,261 62
Inschool 964, 28 662
SPECIAL SCHOOLING 2,529 70 3,379 86 1,618°
Regular Schools 2,529 70 Thhs 92 -
n600" Scheols 2,635 84 1,618°
INSTITUTIONS
Institutioral
Schools 223 13 594 61 527
MISCELLANEOUS - - 27 128 -
"feacher-Moms" 2 82 - - -
Attendance - - 27 128 -
Sarvices
TOTAL Lij,%o 60% $7,224 6% $2,807

8CAB is ths Cantrel Administration Budgst.

bFinal budget figires and expenditures were not available for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for this repcrt.

Cihe Summer 1968 project funded under the Stats Urban Rducation Progran.
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services was particularly at issue. The nonpublic school administrators
and teachers wanted the services on the nonpblic school premises; they
objected to placing the centers in public school buildings Me + of

the first-year problems can be attributed to the centers' 2 venient
location and hours (6 P.M. to 9 P,M.) For example, communi.. . . between
the centers and the nonpublic scheols was poor. Pupil records were of-

ten unavailable to center staff, and the center staff was unable tn ob-
serve children in their regular school setting. Referrals {rom the schools
to the centers and from the centers to other social agencies were difficult
because of the differences in hours of operatinn. Space was a problem, as
was the delivery of supplies and materials. Many nonpuolic school parents
were reluctant to send their pupils to the evening centers which were of-
ten located iu run-down neighborhoods.

The project was recycled in 1966-67 with an important riodification:
centers could be located in nonpublic school buildings during the day, and
in public school buildings in the evening. Although this change helped
resolve some of the communication problems encountered in the first year,
other problems continued, and new ones emerged.

Agair. the program started late. There were serious delays in de-
livery of equipment and supplies. The center staffs continued to be un-
certain about the philosopny of the project, and velieved that they were
not sufficiently knowledgeable about the educational practices of the
nonpublic schools. Moreover, all personnel felt that communication, al-
thougn better than in the pri r year was still uvnsatisfactory.

Perhaps the most .erious problem in the Guidance Centers bproject,
the recruitment of staff, was exaggerated by the inauguration of services
in the day schools. For the evening centers, staff were recruited from
arnng Board of Education personnel working in the public schools. For the
nonpublic school day projects, reliance had to be placed on pessonnel who
vere retired or on leave, or on others who worked part time in social ser-
vice agencies. As a consequence, only about one-sixth of the proposed
full-time day positions were filled.

The day guidance center personnel felt that assigning each counselor
or social worker to a number of schools -- at times &as many as ten --
nade them less effective. They felt that their impact was lessened as
a result of this fraguentation, and that they had no opportunity to get
to know the children, teachers, parents, or school comnunity.

During the 1987-68 school year the evening centers were continued
during the spring term only. The day school services continued in much
the same fashion as previously. Recruitment of day staff guidance coun-
selors improved somewha‘, but the shortage at social workers and psychol-
ogists continued; only crne psychologist was recruited in 1967-68. Again
the project started late; the delivery of supplies and materials continued
to be & problen; Center persornel continued to need more supervision w.d
rore workshop ses icu. with the staff of the nonnublic schools. The
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evaluators of the project noted that there was some improvement in the
relationship between puidarice counselors and teachers and parents. They
also indicated that thc social workers and community egencies' stafi's
were working together better chan they had previously.

What should have been a minor administrative problem remained a
Persistent and annoying one in the Guidance Centers project. Tune vro-
fessional staff needed space to work in,privacy for conducting interviews,
file cabinets for records, and telephones for contacting parents and
other social agencies. Throughout the period under study, all thesc neces-
sities for efficient operationa. support came very late, and in some in-
stances never arrived. DNeither housing the centers during after school
hours in public buildings, nor during the day on nonpublic school prem-
ises, has solved these problems,

A more fundamental concern is with the plan to set up a Guidance
Centers project in the nonpublic schools which in aims, objectives, and
techniques employed was similar to the services normally provided to
children in public schools, Prior to Title I, almost none of the ncn-
public elementary schools had any guidance or clinical services, The
nonpublic school personnel had had little experience with considering
Pupil misbehavior or poor achievement in relatiou to mental health
concepts, and little familiarity with referring ciildren with emotional
or learning problems to professional guidance and ~linical personnel.

The decision to organize complete teams to implement the airms of
the project may have veen an error. As we have indicated, not only wa:
it difficult to stef the teams, but the nonpublic schools ey not have
been prepared for thut approach,

On the other hand, the clinical staif were uncertain whether the centers
were to be school-oriented cr were to follow t.e mental health design of
clinical-service agencies. Thus the professional clinicsal staff did not
know whether to function as a school guidance team emphasizing learning prob-
lems, or as a social service clinic, and did not know vhether to linit their
efforts to diagnosis and short-term counseling or to involve the children
in longer=-term therapy. They were further limited by fheir lack of know=
ledge of the philosophy and practices of the denominational schools and
lack of opportunity to contact and communicate with the teachers and
administrators in the nonpublic schools. Throughout the three-year period
they 1elt that the orientation sessions were inadequate and that neither
they nor the nonpuvblic schoecl staffs were properly prepared.

The development of guidance services in the public schools has been
gradual, taking place over a 25-year period. The growtnh of these services
was fostered in large reasure by teachers' attitudes of acceptance. The
early counselors were teachers themselves, who with some special training
worxed part time in a guidance capacity. They were well known to their
colleagues. Fully trained licensed guidance counselors came wuch later.
Still later, the schools added clinicel teams of psycholeogists, soc’al
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workers, and psychiatrists to provide services not only for seriously
disturbted children but also for normal children with the normal range
of difficulties.

It is questionable to us whether it was practicable to attempt to
transylant the organized public school system of guidance services de-
veloped over a generation into other school systems with a past history
of different philosophies of education and different attitudes toward
children's learning difficulties. 1In retrospect, it seems that the
Suidance Centers project in the nonpublic schools would have fared

better in the early years of Title I had the services initially been
located in the nonpublic school during regular school hours, with some
provision for a small evening program. A professionally trained coun~
selor should have been assigned to one or two schools only, and should
have teen able to make referrals to psychologists, social workers, or
psychiatrists as needed. With gradual development from the start, a
school-oriented guidance program would have helped the nonpublic school
teachers to learn, in the natural course of time, their own role in the
guidance process, and they would have been able to meet regularly with the
counselors. All parents and children would have had a chance to become
more familiar with the services. Because of thejr scarcity, the teams of
clinical personnel should have been assigned on a borough-wide basis,
housed in central facility and sent to schools on a regular basis, or as
needed.

For the future, the Board cf Education needs to address the recurrent
problem of the scarcity of guidance and clinical pirsunnel for Title I
and non-Title I projects. The Board may neced to reconsider its licensing
requirements, and attempt to meke these specialists avsilable to more
needy children, Other recruitment methods should @lso be considered. For
exarple, with the right kind of publicity of the Board of Education could
recruit hourly clinical, help rather than conc¢inuing to rely on filling
full-time positions, A few regular positions may te necessary Lo assure
a smooth program operation, but the major part of the referrals could be
handled by hourly personnel.

SPECIAL SCHOOLING COMPONENT

Starting with the 1905-66 school year, Title I was used tc expand
npublic school projects for socially maladjusted and emotionally disturbed
children who, because of the severity of their problems, were in special
classes in regular schools or were in special schools. These children
vere considered unable to profit from instructicn in the regular classcs,
or vere so disruptive in regular classes that they made it difficult for
the other children to learn.

Title I funds were used in 1905-66 and 1966-67 to augrment the already
exicting programs for Early Identification Program classes, Junior Guidance
classes, Special Guidance classes, and Carcer Guidance classes, by providing
additional personnel to reduce the pupil-teache; 1aflio. These classes are
orianized on the beasis of age of pupils, disgnosic o. iheir behavioral prob-
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lems and suggested method of tieatment.

The Early Identification Program was established to identify both
gifted children and children with learning problems in kindergarten
through third grade. The program provided counseling to children and
their parents,

Junior Guidance classes were designed for emotionally disturbed
elementary-level children with personal learning difficulties who needed
a permissive therapeutic climate., The children were selected by clinical
teams, class size was limited to "5, and teachers were selected both for
Personality traits and their knowledge of special education,

Special Guidence or Citizenship classes were designed for elementary
and junior high school pupils who were being considered for suspension.
The students were assigned to small classes ¢nd taught by teachers select-
ed by the principal.

Ceareer Guidance classes had been established for junior high school
pupils who were considered potential dropouts. The existing program
sought to motivate them to stay in school, and at the same time to pre-
Pare them for jobs if they persisted in their intention to leave school,
Title I provided funds for a curriculum revision and for teacher training.

The schools for the Socially Maladjusted and Emotionally Disturbed
Children ("600" schools), were special scnools that had been established
for children with behavioral and learning problems so serious that they
could not attend regular schools. Title I funds were added to these
schools in all three years and in the Summer 1967. In the Swmmer 1948,
the project was funded with State Urban Education Program roney.

Title I added classroom teachers and special personnel to these pro-
jects. The administrative, teaching, and clinical staflfs of the specizal
classes and schools reported improvements in pupils' attitudes and be-
havior vhich they attributed to the reduced pupil-teacher and pupil-
ccunselor ratios made possible by Title I. Although it is orten difl-
ficult to evaluate the effects of Title I in those instances where Title I
was used solely to augment tne staffs of pre-existing programs, {see
ciiapter on Regular Acedemic Programs) in these projects, where staif size
Was small to begin with, it was easier to identify the additional Title I
staff and to describe their activities,

ize

It is apparent in the evaluation reports that all too often the
additional staff were performing gererat school-wide functions. For exarple,
the assistants-to-principsls added to the Eerly Identification Prorram vro-
vided services to the entice school. In a nunber of instances, so few starlrl
wcre sdded that no possible effect could be expected, In the Special
Guidanee project, Title I finded positions for 12 guidunce counselors anai
one soc’al worrer to aid teachers in 120 classes. 1In Career Guidance,

Title [ added five guidunce counselors to improve the program for Dupils
in 52 junior high schools.
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The evaluators noted that the Board of Education's projects for so-
cially maladjusted and emotionally disturbed children in special classes
in regular schools or in special schools need so many modifications in pro-
gram, teacher training, housing, and curriculum that merely adding a few
positions could not have any impact. Projects providing intensive involve-
rnent with families of maladjusted pupils or specific training programs for
teachers would be more appropriate than the attempts to reduce ratios per se.

Or perhaps Title I should be used to fund pilot experimental projects
designed to answer sonme of the fundamental Questions concerning the educa-
tion of the seriously maladjusted -- such as the referral system, the diag-
nosis and selection of pupils,and the type of treatment. Efforts to revise
curricula may be premature if attempted before there are answers to these
Itinds of questions.

INSTITUTIONAL SCHOOLS COMPONENT

vidway irto the 1965-06 school year, Title I funds were allocated to
supplement the educational programs for children in four residential in-
stitutions for maladjusted or neglected children., Children were placed
in the institutions upon remand of the Family Court. Children were assign-
ed to these public and private institutions because their unstable home back-
grounds affected their school behavior to a point that made it ir possible
for them to remain in a normal school setting,

The major objective of the first-year Title I project in the four in-
stitutions was directed toward helping these institutions cope with their
educational respcnsibilities., Title I funds Were used to intensify and ex-
tend already exisving educational services -- additional teachers to reduce
class size, adaptions in curriculun, remedial instruction in reading and
nathematics, and the assistence of guidance :ounselors and medical %eams.
The project was recycled in 1966-67 in the same four institutions.

The project was severely handicapped in the first year because of its
late start} it was difficult to recruit competent trained guidance and in-
structional personnel. Materials and supplies did not arrive by the end of
the school year, and there was not enough time to modify the curriculum. In
the second year the evaluator indicated that there was some improvement, but
the severe shortagn: of space continued; housing needs competed with school
needs, and this diminished the potential effectiveness of some of the Title
I services. New services were introduced in music, health educution, and
art; the administrators were relieved of some of their tasks; and new mate-
rials and supplies were purchased. The data were not adequate to assess
the degre: of improvement resulting from these added services.

In the Summer 19G7, the project was expanded to include 12 mora public
and private institutions for neglected, delinquent, and deprendent children.
Title 1 funds were used primarily to provide remedial, enrichment, and guid-
ance activities both during the day and after school. Because of the late
start, and the inability tc¢ recruit and assign enough personnel, services
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to children were limited, and not all children were able to participate.
Overall, the evaluators and the project staff were favorably impressed
with the fact that new and different experiences for pupils were offered.

The project was recycled in the school yecar 1967-468 in more insti-
tutions; 2 total of 21 public and private institutions were eligible to
participate. These institutions were quite varied and unique in orien-
tation, and served children ranging in age from 3 to 21, Some of the in-
stitutions had educational facilities, while others did not. The latter
group sent the resident children to public schools during the day. The
Board of Education ruled that if a child was enrolled in & public school
that received Title I funds under another project, that child would not
be able to participate in the Title I activities in the institutional
setting.

There was no instance in which the full complement of additional
positions was filled, and Tew of the stoff that had been recruited had the
necessary background or training, Many institutions did not have adecuate
space and facilities rTor implerenting the Tit".e I project and frequently
the Title I activities conflicted with the daily institutionel routine.

Of peremount inportance was the Tact that there were not cnough guidance
counselors or cl'nical services rmade available for the children whose

major problens were ones of psychological and personal adjustmenc. Despite
the shortages of qualified personnel and facilities, the evaluators and
school staffs felt that Title I funds expanded and enriched the education-
al experiences of the chiildren.

If Title I continues to0 be used in these very different residential
settings, it might be advisable for the central administration to consider
more decentralized strategies, modeled after the projects for Fregnant
Girls. A decentralized approach would permit the institutions greater
flexibility in the use of funds, and might help alleviate sonie of the
space, materials, and personnel problems. In the circumstances under
winich these institutions operate, there is understandable stress on riore
flexibility, wore individualized programs, rore time for pleanning, and for
reeruiting and training appropriate personnel.
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CHAPTER XII

PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS

George Veinberg
Marge Benjamin

Projects for Children with Special Needs provide instruction and
psychological support for children with retarded mental development,
serious hearing or speech defects, or other handicaps, of 'ering services
such as disgnosis, remedial instruction, counseling, parent orientation,
and teacher training.

Table XII-1 shows the amount budgeted and the percert expended for

these projects for each of the three years.

FUNDS BUDGETED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED FOR PROGRAMS
FOR CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS

TABLE XII-1

1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB®
(Funds in Thousands)

Title I funds were first

SCHOOL YEAR
1965-66 and 1966-67 and 1967-68 and
_Summer 166 Summer '67 Surmer !68°
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount
PROJECTS Budgeted | Expended| Budgeted | Expended Budgeted
Mentally retarded:
Schools -~ ~- W 98 c
Centers - - 28 91 -
Hearing- &
language-Impaired - - 79 96 c
Handicapped
children - - - - 96
TOTAL - - $181 96% $56

aCAB is the Central Administration Budget.

bFinal budget figures and expenditures were not ava

school year by the cutoff date for this report.
¢Funded under State Urban Education Progranm.
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used for these projects in the Summer 1967, with two projects for rental-
ly retarded children -- a sciuool program and a guidance center progran:
-- and one project for the hearing- and language - impaired. Thele were
budgeted at a total of 31£1,000 of which 96 vercent was expended, a
higher ratic of experditure than most Title I programs. The following
year, 1967-68, two of the projects were continued with State Urban Ed-
ucation Program funds, and the Center for lentally Retarded Children vas
not recycled. 1In the Spring 1958, a project for Handicapped Children
attending nonpublic schools was initiated. There is a real need for
these projects. There are more children with these handicaps than cculd
te served with the funds provided.

The projects offered remedial instruction and supportive services
to youngsters enrolled in full-year programs, to those about to leave
their special sciiools and enter regular high schools, and to those pre-
paring for employment, Projects were open to ronpublic as well as to
public school children. The general objectives of these projects were
to develop the residual capacities of the handicappead, to improve their
adjustment to school, and to prepare them for vocational experiences.
Jome provision was made ilor the parents of these children to participate
in workshops.

The Hearing- and Language - Impaired proiect, in the summer 1957, was
conducted tfor 159 children in a speciaily equipped school for the deaf
and hard of hearing; it provided auditory treaining for deaf children
to age four; instruction for youngsters in kindergarten through the
junior high level; and services to youngsters leaving special schools
for the deaf to enter regular high schools, which have no facilities
for them. The activities for the younger children were judged success-
ful; therapists were vell Qualified, and all children were equipped with
hearing aids. Some positive improvement in skills was noted at the end
ot the summer for the children in grades K to 9. The evaluators Judged trc
activities, for those students entering high schools,effective for tue
hard-of-hearing, but unrealistic for the deaf, The evaluators cuestioned
the possible worth of a six-week experience for these deaf children.

in the same Summer, 1967, one School for Mentally Retarded Children
was opencd. This project extended the academic year, and for the rirst
time some mentally retarded children were to receive a full year of
instruction. The children were to be drawn from many boroughs, bul bte-
cause of bLus transportation problems, the project was underenrolled.
tmuch staff time that cenld have been spent in remedial instruction wasz
devoted to diagnosis of pupils' problems. Aruther aspecy of this project,
the recruivaent and trainirg of potential teachers for the nentally re-
tarded, was only partialiy successful in terms of trainees' anticipationa.
Parents pariicipaticn in workshops was Judged as fair.

ihe thuird 1907 suwier yroject, Centers {or i‘entally Retarded "Lildren
and their parents, was established to provide counseling services, dar
and evening. Those centers vwhere there was continuity, either throuzh
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records or personnel, with the regular school year activities provided
the best program, but this was not realized ofter enough. Inadequate
early planning, late allocation of funds, and ineffective publicity
resulted in uneven operation among the centers, and service to only an
estimated 20 percent of the targeted population.

In the Spring 1968 a project for Handicapped Children attending non-
puvlic schools offered remedial reading, speech correction, guidance, and
psychological services to children with mental retardation, visual limita-
tions, and hearing difficulties. Parent conferences were also a feature
of this project, Pedagogical personnel included part-time graduate students
and retired liccusees,who were cited for their dedication but needed more
supervision. The evaiuators judged inadequate the materials, supplies, and
space available to carry out individuaiized and small group instruction.
Despite these and other difficulties, including the need for diagnostic tests
and followup studies, the evaluators recommended recycling of these essential
cervices on a full-year basis.

Projects for Children with Special Needs have been initiated with Title
I funds on & small-scale basis and greatly need expansion to serve all the
needy children. Title VI of the ESEA now provides funds for handicapped
cnildren, and the Council Against Poverty has given top priocrity to ser-
vices for these children,
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CHAPLER XI1IT
TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAMS

Judith A, Eisler

Enactment of ESEA created a sudden need for additional classroom
teachers, subjec. area specialists, and cliridcal support personi.el to
staff the many Title I projects. The scarcity of qualified personnel
was further exacervated by the need to staff Title I activities in the
nonpublic schools. In an sttempt to fill the additional positions ne=-
cessitatedby the new projects, school administrators often had to re-
assign classroom teachers to assume specialist roles for which they had
little or no training or expertise.

The majority of Title I project descriptions conts.n some statement
expressing the need to orient or retain the professional instructional
staff. The project descriptions for both More Effective Schools and the
Expanded Kindergarten project, for exampse, included a plan for an in-
tensive inservice training program for teachers. In other projects, such
as Evening Guidance, there were to be workshops and conferences for school
staff. In numerous other instances the project coordinator or supervisor
was to be used to train project teachers. 1In some instances, however, no
provision either in released time or funds was made for training.

Since the inception ol Title I, the New York City Board of Education
has set aside only a small proportion of its total funds for special, dis-
crete projects aimed solely at attracting and training teachiag personnel.
These projects, which in conception and funding are distinguishable from
similar activities within projects, are the primary focus of this discus-
sion of Title I teacher treining activities.

There were three major componentsl: Programs to Meet the Need for
Additional Personnel; General Teacher Training Institutes; and Curriculum
Development and Teacher Training Programs.

Table XII1I-1 summarizes the funds budgeted and the percentage expended
on these training projects for the years 1965 through 1968. Only during
1965-66 were projects budgeted at more than one million dollars. The trand
appears to be moving away from funding, under Title I, teacher training
activities as separately planned and executed projects. Many projects,
including Supportive Toaining for Inexperic<nced and New Teachers (STINT),
the Summer 1968 Recruitment and Training ¢f Spanish Speaking Teachers, and
New Directions in Teacher Training, have been funded by the New York State

lThere was an addit.onal model, Teacher Training for One-Schooi Projects, which
includes the School-University Teacher Education Center (SUTEC), a Title 1 and
Title IV joint activity,
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TABLE XIIl-1

FUNDS BUDGETED AWD PROPGRTION EXPINDED FOR TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAMS
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CABR
(Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR
1965-66 and 1966-67 and 1967-68 a
_Summer '66 Summer '67 Swmmer !68° |

COMPONENT AND Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount
PROJECT Budzeted | Expended | Budgeted | Exmended Budgeted
ADDITIONAL
PERSONNEL: 3,048 66 391 91 -

ITTP 1,152 84 369 Sh -

Demonstration

Training 168 50 - - -

TV and AV 1,728 56 22 710 -
GENERAL TRAINING

Training

Institutes 2,205 79 739 73 258
CURRICULUM
DEVELOPMENT 697 52 182 105 -

Middle Schools 567 56 - - -

Career Guidance 67 L7 182 105 -

SME" ‘ 63 30 - - -
MISCELLANIOUS: 141 27 509 67 195

SUTEC AR 27 401 62 195

Internship

Principals - - 1cs 87 -
IOTAL $6,091 68% $1,820 78% 3453

:CAB is the Central Administration Budget,
Eﬁnal budgst figures and expenditures were not avajlable for vhs 1967-68
ER\lV(:«»ol Yyoar by the cutoff date for this repnrt,
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Cooban LDdecellon procram.  Other teacher training projects nave beoen . :
with digtrict decentralized Title I funds; in 170 7-63, there were &% 7.
o Aistried teacher training proposals whica do not appear in the tal oo

CBLVRANG T PoOVINE ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL

ioresyonse Lo a severe shortage of tualified teachers, Lho Zoard ol
s ourcation instituted several projects to recru1L end train additional te:
ir ne Springm and Summer 1956 the Beard and The City College of lew York
o.ntly undertoox the Intensive Teacher Training Progran (i4 FY projeeh, oa
wrogeycice program O recruiting, screening, and training liperal arts -
Gsbes witli baccaiuareate degrees in areas other than education, Iartis!
:.0 ¢ pleted the program received college credit in education Ucr“ o
>*i-i*ies ‘or the graduates were scheduled for the 19(F- 67 school wrar.
onstration Teacher Training program was &also instituted for the :
wno were to work in the Remedial and Tutorial and the Educaticnal En-
2.t projects in nonpublic schools, They received training, for wht
. received stipends, in music, art, health education, library, ani 51
srevement, A IV and AV project was implemented in 1965-66 and in 1)}
nLotn pudblic and nonpublic schools. In addition to providing TV and
wont, the preject trained tezchers to give pupils more varied visucl

ST S

u.1 auditory experiences,

ne uasic objective of ITIP was to provide a general pool ol traiucl
voacning personnel so that public and nonpublic schools would have the adli
t lonal teachers required to implement & variety of Title I projects.

Jhe ITTP recruited and accepted approximately 3,b00 libeal arts
anies, of whom rore than 1,300 completed the six-woek summer session ans
veneised & conditional substitute license. lMore than 1,700 accepted ¢ :
simroent offered for the 1956-67 school year. By May 1907, one year lalor,
approximately 1,540 were still teaching.

~iortanately, the project was hastily conceived and fresh recruits vore
roaced in school situations for which they had not received appropriate or
caunte training. TFor example, in some instances ITTP graduates were ¢ssiprsd
9 the nonpublic scilools as subject area specialists, and in other cases, ‘o
‘preecial Gersice schools. In neither instance, were these ITIP pradnatag
prrticularly  equipped with the special skills neceded tec furction an “hes
situalions, The Demonstration Teacher Training project suffered frow a ainlirr
woasiess; the roard's training cpecialists were generallv not familiar wi'i.
e vacrrrounds of nonpublic school teachers, nor with the rescurces and fanil-
“ies o the nonpublic schools.

was continued in an expanded and —oditicd oot wiih e
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In the follewing school year, the ITTP graduates reported that the
nature of the assignments was a major weakness of the Project. Furthermore,
they criticized the project for its failure to provide them with student
teaching experience, and for presenting an unrealistic, jidealized image of
teaching,

The administrators of the schools to which the graduates were assigned
compared the ITTP graduates favorably with other new tecacher education grad-
uates. However, without some additional evidence of the actual classroom
performance of ITTP graduates and compared with that of other new teacher
education graduates, the administrators' comments have little significance.

GENERAL TEACHER TRAINING INSTITUTES

The most general objective of the Institute programs was to provide
teachers, especially new and inexperienced teachers, with insight into the
needs of the disadvantaged child and training in meeting these needs.
Patterned after the traditional National Defense Education Act summer train-
ing institutes, these Title I institutes offered the trainees inservice credit
or stipends. Recycled each year, the institutes changed in orgenizational
form and content, but attendance remained voluntary.

In the Summer of 1966 a centrally planned and executed project was con-
ducted in ten centers for teachers, supervisors, and administrators from both
public and nonpublic schools in disadvantaged neighborhoods. In each center
four courses of two week's duration over an eight week periud were given.

The courses were the same in all ten centers. Approximately 3,300 participated,
most of whom took from two to four of the two week offerings.

The following summer, under & new arrangement, another cycle of gene.al
training institutes was begun. The Teacher Training and Reading Institutes
project was mandated for poverty-area districts but the actual program was
decentralized -- placed under district supervision. Each district was free
to design the format end objectives of its dnstitutes, within the guidelines
for decentralized projects provided by the Board of Education. Nineteen dis-
tricts conducted institutes in the Summer 1967 for the full grade range of
teachers; the other eligible districts chose instead to conduct institutes at
the veginning of the 1967-68 school year. Institutes differed in such factors
as organization; degree of supervision; level of district support; quality of
instructional staff, guest speakers, and materials; and in the granting of
credits or stipends.

The third cycle of training institutes was started in February 1968; 23
of the 26 eligible districts conducted institutes using mandated decentralized
funds. Approximately 2,000 teachers, mostly new and inexperienced, were enrolled.
In the absence of a central directive, each district was free to decide whether
to grant stipends or credit to the participants. This district autonomy often
resulted in confusion end dissatisfaction on the part of teacher-trainees.
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The major training techniques consisted of lectures and deronstra-
tion lessons conducted by project trainers and guest speskers. No practice
teaching opportunities were afforded the participants and ro demonstrations
were conducted with children. Participants raised some Questions about the
expertise of the trainers and lecturers, and reported that the lectures
were generally too theoretical. By the third cycle there was some indica-
tion that the lecturers and traiuers were more gualified and expert.

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT ~iD TEACHER TRAININC

Three training projects were proposed in the first year; one for the
personnel of the Middle Schools project, the second for the personnel of
the Career Guidance project, and the third for teachers in special schools
for socially maladjusted or emotionally disturbed children (§gciq}!V Mal-
adjustel and Emotionally Disturbed project.)3 The major purpose of these
Projects was to train teachers and other personnel to develop and use new
instructional materials. Training sessions were planned for the staff that
were to be involved in a specific project.

With minor exceptions most new curricular materials were not available
in time for the training sessions, Thus it was not possible to incorporate
into the curricula suggestions from the staff that were to be involved; the
Middle §gpools'materials, vhen finally available, were not rated highly; the
evaluators reported that the materials were developed without feedback from
the teachers and that the curriculum was not appropriate for children in this
age group. The evaluators also questioned the innovativeness and appropriate-
ness of the Carecer Guidance project curriculum and expressed concern with the
absence of & philosophy based on the nature and needs of child:en in such
classes, The major shortcoming of the curriculum for Socially Maladjusted
and Bmotionally Disturbed students was the absence of suffic’~~t psychological
sensitivity to the emotional impact of tie content.

In general, the devel opment of new curricula did not fare well. The
guides did not incorporate technigues or suggestions for handling students'
problems. The evaluators felt that successful implementation of the curri-
cular materials would depend too much on the skilis of particular classroom
teachers. While a curriculum guide should be flexible enough to permit teach-
ers to be creative, it should be sufficiently structured so that it cen te
nsed by inexperienced or less creative teachers,

The training sessions generally attrscted a full complement cl tenchers.
i-wever, because attendance was voluntary, there is no information as to whether
the training reached a&ll the staff who were to be involved in implementing

3In later years, thc training and curriculum aspects of these projects becare
sore integrated into the total project design, and for this report arc group-
cd in the appropriate Program srea chapters.
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the projects the following fall. In some instances, training for a project
that was to begin in September was scheduled for the end of the previous
school year. Assignments for the fall had not been made, and, therefore,
the training included teachers who were not later assigned to schools in
the projects, and left out others whose assignment would be in the project
schools. To include as many eventual participants as possible, training
for a particular project should be held in September, befor: the start of
school and after teaching assignments have buen made and sccepted. This
procedure of course, would be applicable only in situations where teachers
need little trairing. Where more time is needed, the summer monihs could
be used.

GENERAL CONCERNS

The trend in Title I in New York City has been to include provision
for teacher training and retraining in the design for a specific project.
Some of the problems in training professional instructional staff have been
described above. Other issues, common to separate teacher training sctivities
as well as to training within a proiect still need to be examined.

To acknowledge that poor children are the victims and not the causes of
the conditions of poverty under which they live suggests a need teo critically
reexamine those systems and institutions concerned with helping these children
to escape from the bonds of poverty. For the most part the educational system
has not helped these children to overcome the pernicious effects of poverty on
their educational achievement.

An examinatior of Title I teacher training programs to date indicates
their irrelevancy to the needs of teachers struggling to understand and
teach poor children. While it is true that these children often come to
school without the requisite skills for successfully meetinrg the schools
dermands, the teacher training yrojects have not been directed tcward build-
ing on those perceptual and cognitive strengths these children do possess.
Most teacher training activiuies have not focused on changing teachers'
attitudes and expectations, nor have they provided teachers with specific
techniques for working with deprived children.

If, as much of the research iadicates, teachers' attitudes toward the
educability of the children they teach are positively correlated with
their students' actual a.hievement, it seems especially important that teach-
ers' attitudes tow~rd deprived children's potential for academic growth be
an important con:.deration in the philosophy of training programs. Serious
question can thus be raised about how much the training programs as presently
conceived can help change the academic performance of economically deprived
children.

Equally important are the criteria and methods used to recruit and se-
lect trainers and teacher trainees. Recruitment and training projects which
attract volunteers, do not necessarily reach those who would be most likely
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to profit from the treining experience. One of the major weaknesses of
the Title I teacher training activities is the lack of any systematic at-
tenpt either to select trainees or to assign those who have received train-
ing on the besis of individual abilities. As a result, teachers often find
themselves teaching in areas ior which they are not specifically trained,
in which they have little expertise, or in situations where their attitudes
are not consistent with the objectives of the project. If, for example,

a project must recruit teachers to implement a new experimentsl program

or approach, some attempt should be made to identify and select teachers
who have the inclination for innovation.

Teachers should be assigned to projects on the basis of their demon-
strated success in schieving the objectives of those projects. It is
patently absurd, for example, to assign teachers who have not been success-
ful in teaching reading to staff afterschool centers designed to improve
reading achievement, Where highly qualified per-onnel are not available,
people must be trained to perform effectively in relation to specific proj-
ect goals. Otherwise "more of the same" prevails and the children continue
to meet with failure,

What is less apparent, perhaps, is the significance of the underlying
philosophy for both pre-end inservice teacher training programs. The eval-
uator of the summer Teacher Training Institutes, comnents:

"The way in which the supposedly disadvantaged children
are viewed will clearly determine the kind of 'solution' be-
ing sought. Thus, if the cause for failure is preceived as
heing within tlhem, the emphasis will be on programs that are
designed to change them.

IT, on the other hend, the educational system is recog-
nized as having s major part in the failurz2, then, hopefully,
the searfh wilt be on for ways in which to change the system

vl

The calibre of the trainers is one of the most, if not the most im-
portant aspect of any teacher training program. Any program will be only
as good as the qualiuvy of the people responsible for the training. As
the evaluator of the Teacher Training and Reading Institutes project
comments:

"The sole criterion for the choice of a trainer should
be how skilled this person is in working with disadvantaged
children and how effectively he can communicate these skills
to other teachers.'?

hM. Sylvester King, Summer Teacher Training Institutes in Poverty Areas in
New York City, Center for Urban Education, May 1908,

“Marvin H. Gewirtz, Teacher Training and Reading Institutes, Center for
Urban Education, October 1968,
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Unfortunately, this standard has not always been achieved in Title I
teacher training programs. It ir speculative whether this failure can be
attributed to a greater emphasis being pl.aced on the trainers' formel qual-
ifications than on their demonstrated teaching ability, or to the shortege
of qualified trainers due to the late start of the Title I progranms and
competition for staff from non-Title I programs, or to the absence ¢f a
sufficient number of highly gqualified trainers,

In order to provide the best teacher trainers to the largest possible
number of trainees, it has been recommended that a centralized teaching
cadre of highly capably trainers, expert both in their area of specialty
and in the art of teaching, be made available to the districts on a roving
basis., As more and more Title I activities become decentralized, and if
qualified trainers are not distributed evenly across districts, such a
cadre may become increasingly necessary.

Evaluators have repeatedly concluded that the format and organization
of training programs are crucial to their success, A variety of training
techniques have been emplcyed in Title I teacher training programs, in-
cluding lectures, small discussion groups, demonstgation lessons, and work-
shops., No one format has been identified as the most successful, but it
is clear that those providing an opportunity for considerable trainee par-
ticipation are of greater value than those in which teachers are simply
“Ualked at." Tesachers have repeatedly asked for more practical training
including workshops with children, specifically related to the real-life
situations they face, rather than theoretical lectures which for the most
part do not help them in their classrooms,

Another recurring organizational problem has been the inclusion within
one training session or wcrksliop of teachers of different grades or subject
areas with varying interests and experience. Evaluators have repeatedly
recommended that efforts be made to group trainees on the basis of the grade
taught, or on the basis of experience or subject matter area, to make it
possible to focus on teachers' specific problems.

There have been occasions where trainees have returned to their home
schools only to find it difficult or impossible to implement what they have
learned at an institute because the attitudes and approaches of their super-
visors conflict with those presented at the training sessions. Efforts
should at least be made to coordinate the Title T teucher training prog.ams
with other ongoing training activities or supervision taking place at the
teacher’s home school. An alternate suggestion would be to group together
teachers and supervisorsg from the same school to help ensurc continuity
between training experiences and actusl classroom activities. This would
allov for continued feedback and interaction anong people who may face simi-
lar problems and who have an opportunity to cooperatively seek their resclu-
tion. No training program, no matter how good, is wltirately of any educa-
tional value to children unless it is translated into sction in the class-
room and unless there is opportunity tor continual feedback and exchange
emong those directly involved in the educational process,
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Another issuc is that of remuneration for teacher trainees. Typically,
stipends or insecrvice credit nave been given to teachers simply for their
attendance at training programs. It could be argued that it is incumbent
upon professionals to make efforts toward their own growth, and that in-
service credit or noney ought not to be awarded tfor such efforts., 1If, how-
ever, tea.hers are to continue to receive credit or stipends for these activ-
ities, it would secem necessary to establish techniques for screening out
those whouse primary interest is financial, and to develop methods for assess-
ing mastery of tralning program goals. We are arguing for the establishment
of qualifications ror trainees that go beyond subject or grade taught, and
which might include attitudeg,toward children, and the capacity for self-
criticism, Althmugh neither such criteria nor means are currently available,
some effort should be made to establish and develop them.

Year after year, in report after report, almost without exception, it has
been stated that we need more teachers, more training, retraining, orienta-
tion, or sup«rvision, So widespread is the problem that it is most likely
beyond the scope of Title I and properly the responsibility of the teacher
education collefes and universities., The primary responsibility to prepare
innercity teachers would seem to lie with the teacher training institutions.

Serious question can he raised about the use of Title I money for
general teacher training activities. There are other sources of funds,
both federal and local, specitically earmarked for this type of training.
Perhaps Title I funds to be used for teacner {raining shculd be limited
to financing training activities specifically related to implementing the
objectives of Title I projects. In those projects involving innovative
approaches, such as the employment of paraprofessionals or nontraditional
systers aof classroom organization, specific and intensive training is called
for. To continue to staff Title I projects with perscnnel who are not train-
ed to implement them is to perpetuate programs that fail to improve the
achievement of children. Perhaps more money should be invested in the train-
ing of personnel bvbefore implementing large scale projects.

To date, the cvaluations of Title I teacher training projects have,
largely because of budgetary considerations and time pressures, assessed
short-term effects, The evaluations bave relied on questionnaires and inter-
views with trainees, trainers, and scnool administrator., and observations
of training sessions., They have thus been limited to reporting the beliefs
and opinions of those involved, A more crucial test of the effectiveness
of teacher t“raining should include an investigation of whether the teacher-
treinees, as a result of the training, are more knowledgeahle and skillfui,
and whether the teochers demonstrated changes in their classroom performance,

One small followup investigation was conducted.6 Allowing for sclection
problems and sampling limitations, the data from the study suggested that some
changes in attitudes of teachers participating in the training institutes were
reflected in the classroom observations; participants were more flexible and
optimistic than ncnparticipants. The teachers look for concrete training
programs, realizing that there is a "great difference btetween knowing a prin-
ciple and knowing how to put that principle into practice.”

€Rita Senf, Followup Study of 1966 Summer Institutes for Teachers or Dis-

advantaged Children, Center f7o1' Urban Education, Octoder 1967.
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Clearly there is a great need for additional followup studizs of
this kind. Observations of training sessions and reports by participants
have provided many valuable suggestions for modifying the format and con-
tent of the training activities, However, the ultimate test of the effec-
tiveness of any teacher training program is whether there are positive
changes in pupils as a result of changes in teacher performance.
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CHAPIER XIV
COMMUNTIDY PARTICIPATION III TITLE I
Marge Benjamin

Judith A, Eisler

Title I legislation was enacted at a time when the leaders of
poverty communities were actively beginning to express their frustra-
tion with traditional social welfare policy, which gives the pcor no
volce in decisions vitally affecting them. The communities were press-
ing for more local initiative and involvement in the decision~making
process in housing, employment, public assistance, and education. Title
I seemed to offer a mechanism for takiug such a role in educational
matters.

The underlying assumption of this push for involvement is that
poor people have a legitimste role to play in interpreting the needs
of their children to the professionals. On the one hand, parents and
other community residents place the blame for their children's academic
failure on what they preceive as an instransigent and remote school
oureaucracy. On the other hand, many school personnel view the problem
as the failure of tho home environment of poor children to coffer ade-
quate preparation for the school situation. It is not yet clear whether
it would be more effective and appropriate to try to change the school's
methodologies or to try to alter the child's out-of-school life experi-
ences, In an attempt to bridge the gap between the home and the school,
Iiew York City has used Title I funds in a variety of ways to involve
parents in a cooperative effort with the schools.

This chapter examines the opportunity provided by Title I of the
ESEA for community people to participate in various levels of educa-
tional developments. It includes a discussion ¢f {he involvement ¢
individual parents qua parents, the role of parents as paraprofessionals
in the school system, the inclusion of community members ¢n school ad-
visory boards, and the commurity action agency role in the nverall plan-
ning and execution of programs as mandated under the ESEA. Much of the
dat& for this chapter is based on Title I community invclvement activi-
ties that were concelived and funded as separate or discrete projects.
Tabic XIV-1 summnarizes the costs of these separately jlanned and funded
activities for parents and paraprcfessivnals, and inclutes the Title T
District Decentralized budget for activities in which tie local com-
munities have had some say.

Many othcr Title I projects, described in the program chapters ot
this report, also sought to involve parents; these include More Eftfective

Serools, Open Enrollment, P129, Strengthened Farly Childhood, aad the
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TABLE XIV-1

FUNDS BUDGETED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED, FOR FROJECTS INVOLVING THE COMMUNITY
1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCIUSIVE OF THE CAB®
{Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR

1965-66 and 1966-67 and 1967-68 a
Surmer '66 Svmmer '67 Summer ‘6!
Amount, Percent Amount, Percent Amount
PROGRAMS Budgeted | Expended | Budgeted | Expended Budgeted
Parent Activities:
Followup in 13
Schools - - 6l 62 -
Parent
Involvement - - - - c
Homework Helper - - - - d
Paraprofessionals:
Aides for
Libraries - - 193 66 -
K Pilot in Two
Districts - - 246 81 -
Auxiliary Aides - - - - 671
District
Decentralized:
Regular Year - - - - 11,555
Summer - - 2496 75% 4,641

8CAB is the Central Ad.inistration Budget.

Final budget figures end expenditures were not available for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for thia report,

CThe Parent Involvement budget is included in the Strengtheaned Early Childhood
budget (See Early Childhood Program chapter.)

dThe 1967-68 Homework Helper at Tv Bridg 3 project budget is included in the
1967--68 CAB,
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corrective projects for children attending nonpublic schools. In
general, in these projects there were varying and often disappointing
degrees of planning, organizing, and coordinating the efforts aimed at
recruiting and training parent and paraprofessional participants. 1In
this chapter scme of these projects, or aspects of them will pe dis-
cussed again in relation to their effectiveness in involving community
residents in Title I.

PARENT ACTIVITIES

Individual parents had in the past been asked to assist in the ed-
ucaticn of their children. The Parent Followup Froject in 13 Schools
in 1966-67 provided & program of workshops for parents of former Head
Start children who were then in kindergarten or the first grade. “Dur-
ing the Spring 1968, Parent Involvement was initiated as one of the
parts of the Strengthened Early Childhood project, designed to improve
education for poverty area children from kindergarten through second
grade. The Parent Involvement project was the largest effort to ac-
tively involve parents in the educational process.

The rationale for an early childhood program was that the earlier
in a child's education that learning opportunities and supplementary
and/or remedial instructior are provided, the less likely he is to
encounter academic problems. The thrust of the Strengthened Early Child-
hood project was to improve the children's reading ability, since read-
ing as presently perceived is the foundation for learning. It was fel’
that parents could play an active and significant role in realizing this
objertive. The underlying assumption of the Parent Involvement aspect
of the Strengthened Early Childhood project was that if the language
activities of the school become part of the child's home experience,
there will be less disparity between his home life and his school life,
and he will do petter in school.

This program was mandated by the Board of Education for poverty
area schools in 26 districts. Each district was given a fixed sum of
money, and some leeway in implementing the program objectives so as to
best meet its own local needs. If the districts so chose, they couid
augment the program by using additional money from the district decen-
tralized Title I funds available to them, It was anticipated that the
program would involve approximately 30,000 parents.

Although the project involved only approximately 20,000 parents,
and some districts put forth little effort io ‘mplement the program,
the evaluation of the project indicated enthusiastic endorsement of it.
The evaluator felt that the project demonstrated positive impact on
parents' attitudes toward the school and toward their children; it in-

, creased parental participation in children's school activities; it dis-

o
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sipated feelings of inadequacy many parents had about their role in
their children's education; and it improved communication and co-
opecration between parents and the school. Moreover, parents expressed
the opinion that their children were doing better in school. There
was no attempt to assess actual changes in pupil achievement because
it seemed unrealistic to expect measurable changes during the short
period -- five months ~- of the program's operation.

The evaluation sought to identify the reasons for the program's
different impacts on the attitudes and behavior of parents of children
in the participating schools. Doth the recruitment of parents and the
nature of the parent training were identified as crucial and relevant
to the success of any parent program, and therefore will be discussed
at some length.

"A program's success was highly dependent on the extent to which
attempts were made to reach out into the community, 2 function usually
assumed by the paraprofessional.”l Less personal methods such as post-
ers in the school or flyers sent home with the children, were generally
rot effective in informing or recruiting parents for the workshops.
More intensive efforts, such as visits to parents in their homes, post-
ers in local stores, announcements at church, and the personal relation-
ship established between parents and paraprofessionals, proved to be
more effective mechanisms for enlisting parental participation. The
amount of personal effort expended to reach and involve parents, and
the degree of genuine interest and cormitment demonstrated by such
effort, seemed to make a difference in the degree of parent involve-
ment and cooperative effort.

There was also a'noticable correlation between those programs that
were well planned, varied, and well presented, and the size of the work-
shop group."? Characteristics of the best attended workshops included
cohesive, nontechnical presentations replete with concrete examples; the
opportunity for parents to actually construct learning materials; mate-
rials and books that parents could take home; the chance for parents to
experience some of the same lessons that their children had in school;
and demonstrations of various teaching techniques with children present.
Clearly, these workshops furnished parents with specific, well organized,
practical information, first hand, real life expericnces, and the tools
with which to carry out winat they had learned. These parents received
explicit, organized training that provided them with the :hat and the how
of helping their children to acquire bvasic reading skiils, plus the where-
withal to do so.

Litarvin H. Gewirtz, Parental Involvement in a Reading Improvement Frogram,

Center for Urban Education, November 1968,

°Iuid.
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Other hallmarks of successful programs noted by the evaluator
included extensive and continuing district supervision and support;
cooperation and participation of the school administrators; trans-
lations for non-English-speaking parents; and home visits by para-
professionals to parents who were unable to attend school workshops,
to teach them ways to help their children.

Home visits in particular reflect recognition of the very real
problems faced by many poor people; many parents cannot afford to spend
time at the school. The enthusiasm with which parents accepted home
visits bears witness to the fact that many who are not active at the
school are nevertheless concerned about and eager to play a meaningful
role in their children's education, especially if their involvement is
actively sought.

PARAPROFESSIONALS 1

Another, more innovative use of community people has been the
employment of paraprofessionals in education. Most are community
residents, often parents, who work in the schools to augment the
efforts of the professional staff, serving in a variety of capacities,
furnishing classroom assistance, school-home liaison, clerical support,
and library services. Moreover, employment of paraprofessionals pro-
vides tangible economic benefits to the professionally unskilled. In
the school year 1957-58 there were approximately 10,000 trained para-
professionals used in a large number of Title I projects. This figure
has remained fairly constant for Title I.

Paraprofessionals have a variety of educational qualifications and
experience. All are hired on an hourly basis and are entitled to fringe
benefits, such as sick leave, vacation pay, holiday pay, and health in-
surance. There are two primary categories of paraprofessionals: aide,
for which no high school diploma is required; and assistant, for those
with a high school diploma or up to two years of college. The following
chart bvriefly summarizes titles, salary, and requirements:3

Hourly
Ti e Salary Educational Reguirements

AUZILIARY SPECIALIST H.S. diploma or equiva-
Auxiliary Trainer $3.50 lency, and prior experience
Parent Frogrem Assistant and training in an approved

program.

ASSISTANT H.S. diploma or equivalency,
Family Assistant $2.25-2.50 and some prior experience
Educational Assistant and training.

AIDE Elementary school graduation
School Aide $1.75 o1 equivalency.

Teacher Aide
Famnily Vorker

3Adapted from ESFA Guidelines for Decentralized District trograms, OSFAP,
New York City Board of Educaticn, March 1900,
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In some instances, projects employing paraprofessionals provided
career-oriented and higher educational opportunities for them throuvgh
the Career Ladder Development Agency of the Human Resources Administra-
tion and The City University of New York. The Careser Ladder Development
Apencey provides tuition and texts for those paraprnfessionals enrolled
in college. 1In 1957-68, there were 900 paraprofessionals involved in
the Career Ladder program, taking six college credits a semester. At
present, nine credits are allowed.

Two of the major formats used in the Parent Involvement project,
cited above, included active and responsible roles for paraprofessionals.
Some districts adopted the already discussed home-visit program for which
the paraprofessionals were typically given one week's preparation devoted
to training and feedback. Cther districts offered parent workshops con-
ducted by paraprofessionals. In these workshops, the paraprofessional
had primary responsibility for the selection of topics and speakers,
although the school's supervisory and teaching stat'fs were available
for any assistance they might provide. Paraprofessionals often estab=-
lished personal relationships that helped to bridge the gap between the
school and the community, and »rovided real insights into the problems
facing the children The evaluators of the Parent Involvement project
concluded: "Our overall impression of the paraproies51onals involved
in the program is that they are an atle and sericus-minded group of
people who, given proper training and supervision, are capavle of mak-
ing a meaningful contribution to the educational system." This pro-
gram was discontinued as & mandated decentralized program in the antici-
pation that it would be incorporated into other decentralized programs.

The evaluators of projects employing paraprofessionals have almost
unanimously concluded that the use of paraprolessionals holds vast po-
tential for having a significant positive impact on the education of
disadvantaged children. Th2y point repeatedly, however, to the lack of
clearly defined roles and responsibilities to be assumed by aides, the
lack of explicit goals or plans for purposeful training, and the lack

- of cooperative planning with teachers for the effective use of para-
professionals, Many of the programs are also criticized for their
failure to specify the criteria or methods to be employed in the se-
lection or recruitment of tre paraprofessional.

The lack of clearly defined objectives or specific plans for the
utilization of paraprofessionals is documented in the evaluation of the
fducational Careers Program, Auxiliary Aides, which was conducted in the
Hew York City publie schools during the 1907-68 school year. The project
provided auxiliary personnel in kindergarten classes in poverty-area com-
munitips.5 Two of the objectives stated in the project descripiion were

I
’Gewirtz, op. cit.

UInez L. Smith, et al. An Evaluation of a Program for the Recruitment,

Training, and Employment of Auxiliary No_p_ofessional Neighborhood Per-
) sonnel for Careers in the New York City 3c¢hools. Center for Field le-
W __ search and School Services, School of Educetion, New York University,
[z l(: Necember 1968,
o e - 3'7
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to liberate teachers from a wide range of noninstructional tasks, and

to allow teachers more opportunities for experimentation and innovation.
Ubservations of xindergarten classrooms indicated that with the advent
01" paraproiessional personnel, teachers performed fewer noninstructional
tasks, and there was a greater fregquency of small group teaching. There
wis no evidence that teachers were more experimental or innovative. In
view of this latter finding. it is not clear what specific merits are

to be derived from 1reeing teachers from noninstructional tesks, unless
some effort is made to retain them to use the time more innovatively.

In general, the program planners failed to think through their ;roals
and the methode for achieving them, or to provide the opportunity for
teachers and paraprofessionals to plan cooperatively. No assistant in
this program reported attending ary planned inservice training with
teachers. Some teachers did not cven know that they were scheduled tc
receive assistants in the near future -- further testimony to the lack
of organization, planning, and program coordination.

Overa. , the findings of these programs do indicate that parapro-
fessionals can be a2 valuable resource, and in roles other than monitorial
or clerical. ©Paraprofessionals have engaged in supportive intzsrpersonal
relationships with ¢} "1ldren, cn both instructional and noninstructional
levels. Moreover, t ' have served as & link between the school and the
community, thereby hci, ing to lay the foundation for future cooperative
relationships. And, not lcast, they appear able to involve parents with
the schools.

The use of parsprofessionals in the New York City school system is
essentially an experimental ~ffort. Tt e is considerable evidence of
its capacity 7 positive intluence n itie education of poor children.
I, however, t. : fu” L potential of paraprofessional assistants is to bte
realized, it is clear that theiir intended role rwst be restated in spe-
cific benavioral terms; and the functions, roles, &nd responsibilities
of both the paraprofessional and the tcache: must be clearly defined
and communicated. Specific methods for rec " itment and criteria for the
selection of paraprofessionals must be established; a comprehensive
training program directly related to the realization of specific program
foals must be planned and implemented; teachers must be trained in the
effective use of paraprofessional assistants; and paraprcfessionals them-
selves need additional training. In summary, we feel that a cooperative
program of planning and coordination involving school administrators,
teachers, and paraprofessionals must be established as an ongeing process.

llotably missing from the evaluation of projects employing parapro-
fessionals is an assessment of their resctions to and perceptions of the
projects. 1In most other evaluations the perceptions of the project and
school staff are systematically assessed &nd reported. Since parapro-
fessionals' perceptions may reflect thoze of the community at large, it
is important to irclude their ee'ings and opinions &s additional e¢valu-
ative informatica.
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COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION ON SCHOOL ADVISORY BOARDS

Another new experimental departure in New York City's witle I pro-
gram involves the participation of community residents in advisory roles
btearing on policy formulation in specific schools. Members of the local
community served on advisory committees in two of the more than one hun-
dred centralized Title I projects. 1n neither project was any budgetary
provision made for their activities.

In the Academic Excellence In an Inner-City Elementary School: P129
project, the pupil’'s selected one parent and one community leader
as representatives on a governing board which also included a representative
of the 1ncal school board, the District Supegintcndent, the principal, and

the coordirator and director of the project. This governing board was to
help establish educational goals and standards for evaluating the program

services offered by Yeshiva University, and was to plan and approve budget-
ary allocations arnd expenditures. The evaluator found that "the governing
board governed relatively little,” not fulfilling its intended role. "It
was a cdelegated offshoot of the local school board and without operational
autonomy." It operated without laws or rules for its own procedures, and
was dominated by the project director from Yeshiva University. Thus, as

a decentralized experience for local community residents, the "governing
board probabl& exposed its members to a condition of nondecentralization,
if anything.”

In another project, the Benjamin Iranklin Cluster program, an advisory
group known as the Franklin Tmprovement Program Committee (FIPC) represent-
ed a wide spectrum of community organizations in East Harlem, where the
school is located. The group was not established as a governing board,
had no prestated objectivss, vut was to function as an organization of
school, university, and community representgtives interested in the im-
provement cof Benjamin Franklin High School. The FIPC made substantial
contributions to ongoing school operations. They raised and acted on
issues guch as the schocl's serious narcotics problem and police security;
they liberalized student-government procedures; a.d they ovroposed new pro-
grams such as teacher training and a reading program for parents. They
were alco actively concerned with planning and followup of this new Ben-
jamin Franklin Cluster project, teacher recruitment programs, and the
plans for Benjamin Franklin's conversion to a comprehensive high school.

6;fhe chapter on Regular Academic Programs contained a fuller discussion of
this project.

"Nathan Kravetz, Academic Excellence in an Inner-City Elementary School:
P129. Center for Urban Education, Octobder 1968.

BTnis project is discussed in the chapter on Motivational Academic Pro-
grams .
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The FIPC had a g:.eater impact than the governingbvoard of P129,
but it had no opportunity to show how effective it could be in dealing
with potentially greater conllict situations. The limited experience
of these two advisory groups strongly suggests that without clear role
definition and real authority, community membters school advisory boards
may not make substantive contributions to the decision-making process.

As the City moves toward decentralization of the school system,
more local residents will participate in advisory capacities to the
schools. This will have political as well as educational consequences,
as local residents strive to have a greater voice in decisions that
affect their childien. One of the significant problems will be to de-
termine who represents the many voices of the community and to estab-
lish a mechanism whereby differences of opinion and adequate represen-
tation of the varying view can be resolved.

THE ROLE OF THE COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY

The fourth area of community participation in Title I is the only
one specifically mandated by law. Section 205(a)(7) of PL 89-10 calls
for cooperation in program development between local educational agen-
cies ana community action agencies, approved under the Ecounomic Oppor-
tunity Act of 196L. This specificstion was written into the law to
ensure that programs of both agencies would complement aund supplement
each other, to avoid competition, waste, and duplication of effort.

It was further emplified in the federal Guidelines, which stated that
"Cooperaticn here means continuous and genuine working relationships
during the period when programs are being planned and develored, as well
as when they are being carried out."9

According to the federal Guidelines, evidence of this cooperation
may bte provided in several ways: there m&y be respresentatives of the
local community action agency on planning and advisory committees dur-
ing the planning, development, and operating stages:; there may be a
procedure for continuous review and discussion of p ans and orerations
between the LEA and the community action agency; the community action
agency may indicate by letter submitted to the SED that it has worked
cooveratively with the LEA to develop projects and that it will con-
tinue to do so during the life of the program; the LEA ray submif ev-
idence that it has tried to enlist the cooperation of the community
action agency from the outset of the planning stage; or a represents-
tive of the LEA may serve on the board of the community action agency.

This mandate for community participation was only partially real-

ized in the first three years of Title I and was fraught with confusion
about the intent of the law. 1In 1965-66 there was no procedure for the

9Italics aurs.
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realization of this cooperation. In the Summer 1966, a formal agree-
ment was reached between the Board of Education and the New York City
Council Against Poverty (CAP) specifying that the latter would serve
as the cocrdinating agent for the local community action agencies,
and would review all proposals for Title T initiated by the Board.

A series of circumstances kept CAP from having a substantive role
in 1966-67. The original Council was dissolved as part of a restructur-
inz of its parent organization, the Human Resources Administration of
New York City. Moreover, for that year CAP had received only fragmen-
tary project proposals from the Foard. The agreement finally reached
was that the new Council would neither approve nor disapprove any of
the 1966-67 Title I programs. Such a stand was largely necessitated
by the fact that there was as yet no group within CAP to review pro-
grams.

An Educatlion Committee was formed in the Spring 1967, but it head
an unfruitful relationship with tha Boeard, largely because of its own
problems. The circumstances were further complicated by the committee
members' distrust of the Board of Education. Committee members felt
tlat they were merely '.:ing asked to rubber stamp final proposals and
had no mechanism by which to participate in the planning. To change
the direction the Roard of Education was taking, and to counter their
own {eelings of impotency, CAP developed a set of nricrities for the
use of Title I funds. "“he Board adopted these priorities, modifying
them to fit its prcgrams. For example, CAP placed priority on a more
relevant reading program for the early childhood grades. The Board's
response was the vast Strengthened Early Childhood project. This proj-
ect was not how CAP envisiorzd the fulfillment of any early childhong
priority, hecause 1t had no provision for changes in curricular content
or for retraining teachers to work with paraprofessionals of with irdi-
vidual children. A few projects have been originated by request of
CAP -- training of Sfvanish-speaking Teachersi0 and projects for Preg-
nant Girls -- but nc sizable citywide program has developed out of CAP
suggestions.

Any illusicns the community held that CAP had a further role in
developing centralized Title I programs was dispelled by the Superin-
tendent of Schools when, at a Spring 1967 public meeting to amend *he
Board's annual expensz budget (including all Title I tunds), he made
it clear that he felt it within his jurisdiction to "organize the
schools" for the following fall (including Title I programs} before con-
sultation with CAP.1l sSuch organization of the schools is tantamouat

OOriginally plerned for Title I, this project which tegan in the Summer
1958, was funded under the New York 3tate Urban Fducation Frogram. 1In
1968-69 it was shifted back to Title I

1

Mpavid Rogers, 110 Livingston Street, New York: Random House, 19G8.
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to assigrment of personnel and specific programs for a full school year.

The first breskthrough in opportunities for community participation
in planning Title I projects came when, largelv i anticipation of a
restive summer, approximately 1.4 million of Title I tunds were decen-
tralized for Summer 135/ projects. This rorney was secured from accruals.
{See Table XIV-1 for the funds that were budgeted for District Decentral-
ized projects.) Project proposals were hurriediy assembied’ & projects
in 27 districts were pianned coverinrg three main areas -- remediation,
enrichment, and iraining of teachers and paraprofessicnals. The evalu-
ation for the Summer 1997 noted that all the decentralized pr.jects needed
more advance planning time to notify parenits ani children, to organize
stafi’, and to order materials.

Once the precedent for decentralization of Title I furds had been
set, community groups built up pressure for more extensive decentral-
ization of the money anticipated for the school year 1967-68. In Au-
gust 1957, the CAP asked for $3O million in dis<rict decentralized
Title I funds; they also asked for impartial program evaluations, addi-
cional funds for paraprofessionals, and greater effcrts to recruit
Spanish~-speaking teachers.

The followin¢ month, the Board stated that a more localized mech-
arism would be established for developing District Decentraliz-ed activi-
ties, whereby local cormunity action agencies' approval was to be sought
by district superintendents. If agreement was rot reached at the local
leval, the EBoard of Education and the CAP wouls confer. The Board also
stated, however, that all proposals were subject to review by the Juperin-
terdent of Schools; such review seemed to some community membars to negate
their contritution and participation.

During the Summer 1967 edditioral staff was finaliy assigned to the
“ducation Conmittece of CAP to help develop decentralized proposals. They
suggested mode). prograns. The Education Action ILivision urged all poverty
districts to form local education committees to meet with district superin-
tendents. Negotiations between these local education cormittecs and dis-
trict school offinials were often protracted and bogged down on & number
of issues. Jcme local community groups wanted th2 right to screen para-
professicral personnel for Title I programs; some believed erronesusly
that they rad veto power over the use of furds. $ince fu-ds were decern-
tralized, some local community action agencies wanted to change central
review by CAP to local review; this would mean that each local conmunity
agency rather than CAP would be the official community eciion agency for
Title I.

In Noverber 19677 the Board of Education ard CA¥ issued a joint state-
ment noting that district superintendents were not required by law to con-
sult community groups on the choice of professional personnel, but that
they might do so if they wished, and that ". . . 8ll Title I programs
mtst be operated and controlled by the Foard of Education. 3¢ A1l in-

1!\
CJoint Statement of the New York City Board of Education and the Kew York
City Council Against Poverty, November 28, 19567 (Mimeographed).

P
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terested comnunity groups might submit proposals, and although the
cormuaity action agencies might record their response to each project,
no veto power was implied. The more militant ccommunity groups felt
that this joint statement was a sellout. Board personnel felt that
the activities of the Education Artion Division in encouragiung local
autonomy were confusing and misleading, and in direct contradiction
to the agreement of the joint statement.

Community action agencies continued to feel that their recommenda-~
tions ware not being followed. They asserted that the programs and
budgets they submitted were substantially changed by the Board; the
Eoard asserted that most changes were made at the district level and
vere largely insignificant. The conflict went on. The Education
Action Division petitioned botn state and federal departments of ed-
ucation; the SED did not acknowledge the need for arbitration.

I'ive poverty areas where the confrontation with the district
office was most acute refused to sign letters agreeing to Board of Ed~
ucation proposals.13 Meanwhile, the scheool year was well under way
and decentralized projects had nct yet begun. Operation of decentral-
ized Title I projects began in the Spring 1968, without regard to the
poverty agencies' refusal to sign letters. The $11.6 million decen-
tralized budget covered 355 locally-initiated projects.lu These proi-
ects included a wide range of educational approaches, only a small
number of which were considered inncvative by the evaluator. Most were
continuations of projects already in existence.

The pattern of community participation in plannirng these projects
varied. In on¢ community studied, a local review board, composed of
representatives cf the community, the local school board, and the Jdis~
trict superintendent's office, screenzd projects before making recommenda-
tions to the district superintendent in another district, characterized
by far less community involvemert, no review btoard existed. Instead,
the entire interested community discussed at an open meeting proposals
that originated with and were recommerded by the district superintendent.

The evaluation of the 1967-68 Decentralized proJects noted the lack
of adequate time in which to develop final proposal plans despite +ii2
fact that district superintendents had been notified in the Summer 1967
of the estimated forthcoming District Decentralized allocations for
1967-68. Final notification of *he allocation was presented in a memo-
randun dated November 2, 1967. Ar ‘e have indicated, the projects
started in the Spring 1968; thus there was riore than a six-month lapse
between the time allocation estimates were known and projects were begun.

13These were Brownsville, Williamsburg, Crown Heights, Morrisenia, and
the Lower East Side.

1[*In agdition, nearly $2 .nillion was budgeted for certain marndated special
projects, in which a centralized allocation was to be matched by a like
Q sum from the district's decentralized funds. There was some commrunity

[E l(j resentmenc at being given decentralized funds, but then being told how

; they were to be spent.
oo e - dzj'
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Apparently a great deal of time was consumed in negotiations between
cormunity agencies and district superintendents.

This first sizable experience in the administration of decentral-
ized funds revealed great variations in the ability of district superin-
tendents anda community action agencies to work together. The district
superintendents were not accustomed to the power giver to them by the
aveilability of the discretionary funds; some succeeded, others failed
in their new role. The community action agencies were often split among
themselves and differed widely according to the Board in their interpre-
totion of their educational obJectives and their ability to negotiate
for their demands. Moreover, they attempted to operate against a power-
ful local and central bureaucracy with long-established imethods for de-
fusing community pressures. Members of the cormunity agencies reported
more unresolved disagreements between thein and the district office than
school officials reported between them and the community agencies. 1In
some communities it was felt that the Board personnel capitalized on the
internal frectionation.

The evaluation reported that community participation " . produces
more projects that involve parents and indigenous community residents
and more projects that stress education innovations, . ., . The degree of con-
flict w#as greatest /in those districts/ where there were more innovations
and wherz there was a greater demand for community involvement."15

While none of the 256 projects was evaluated as to its effectiveress
or outcomes, several procedural recommendations were made by the evalu-
ation team. Again the evaluators noted that more planning time is needed;
differences between the Board of Fducation's guidelines for District Decen-
iralized proposals and tne CAP guidelines must be resolved;le—EBre effec-
tive mechanisms must be developed to involve community representatives in
a2ll phases of propram development, operation, and evaluation; red tape
imposed by the central staff should be eliminated from decentralized ad-
ministrative procesies; and cormunity groups should scek a wider spectrum
of community opinion and develop more harmonious workine relatiorships
among themselves.

The greatest innovation brought about by the initial decentralization
of' Title I funds was the delegation of administrative authnrity, setting
the stapge for making a traditionally remote system more responsive to
local needs. The initial attempts with decentralization provided the
first real experience for district superintendents in handling their

1oRoscoe C. Brown, J}., District Decentralized Title I ESFA Programs.
Zenter for Urban Education, December 1963.

10brior to the start of the 1967-68 school year the Education Action
Division of CAP issued a sct of guide.ines for local community artion
arencies. The Foard's guidelines were issued after the projects hed
begun.
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own funds, learniug to make accommodations with face-io-face community
pressures, and learning how to select among program options, which were
often political at the core. For community representatives, this ex-
perience was an opportunity to test how far the district superintendenis
were willing to go to negotiate with them on local objectives,an oppor=
tunity to tefine their own techniques for dealing with the power struc-
ture, and some opportuaity to develop substantive projects. As the
evaluation notes, the results of negotiations were varied and many prob-
lems were left unresolved, but the future significance of these experi-
ments in autonomy should not be underestimated.

A new round of Decentralized activities began in the Summer 196R,
The amount budgeted for such programs was $4.6 million, and 215 district
proposals were funded. As in the prior school year there was great em-
phasis on traditional academic programs, and less emphasis on innovative
erforts. The largest number of projects, approximately one-third, were
in the area of language arts, reading, and mathematics., These were
followed in frequency by programs in performing arts, recreation, and
enrichment., Only six percent were classified as experimental.

The evaluation was limited to a questionnaire assessing the opinisns
'f project directors.17 As in former cycles, the project directors noted
a lack of planning time, excessive red tape, and administrative problens.
'he evaluators recommended recruiting wore Negro and Fuerto Rican project
directors and using pre- and post-test cata, or logs and reports, in future
evaluations Although much use was made of paraprofessionals {volunteers
and recrultment aides), the evaluation noted a need for greater community
involvement in planning, operation,'and evaluation of projects.lB It is
apparent that at least through the Summer 1968, the great potential for

local comuunity participatiorn. had rot been realized even in those proj-
ects specifically designed for the purpese.

Part of the problem lies in what poor people see is obduracy of the
educational establishment.. They cee the resistance to change forcing
them to take an aggressive stand in demanding educational reform. They
see no safeguards and no recourse. The wording of the law led pzople
to velieve that they had powers they cculd not, in fact, exercise. Al-
though cooperation is written invo the law, th= local mechanisms develop-
ed to provide such cooperation are defective, often precluding real in-
volvement. There are no procedures to create a legit.mate body of com-
munity representatives; thus, as in the first cycles, district superin-
terdents can gelect which voices in the community they will heed. The

’In the Summer 1939, to improve upcn the evaluetions of Decentralized
programs, an attempt was made to study the decentralized programs of
five districts in greater depth.

18Tne Pratt Center for Community Improvement evaluated certain projects
in detail; they reported that in some instences the local community
action agencies had not approved the project proposals.

149 .



l

|
|

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

141

role of the community action wgencies and the Council Against Poverty
is greatly in need of clarification in order to realize the great po-
tential of local participation in the education process.

In this chapter we examined the role of community pecple in Title
I programs; this runs the gamut from personal involvement as the parent
of a particular child, to representation on a political, decision-making
level. Nore of these functions has as Yet been fully developed in " !'le
I. Unclear role definition, absence of specific training, inadequa..
methods of selection and recruitment, and unsatistactory mechanisms tor
ths exercise of political power have typified community involvement in
lew York Cit'. It is clear that the potential Tor effective community
participation exists, but it will not be realized unless the present
inadeqQuacies are redressed.
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CHAPTER XV
TITLE I IN THE NONPUEBLIC SCHOOLS

Marge Benjemin

The provision of instructional services to private schools under
the ESEA was an unprecedented step in American education. Records of
floor debate in the House and Senate indicate the sensitive nature of
this issue. The ESEA climaxed years of concern by nonpublic school ad-
ministrators that their children share the funds that were to be avail-
able under the new federal education law., Section 20%a)(2) of the law
states that the state educational agency will 1issign funds to the Jocal
educational agency only after it has determined that " . . . to the ex-
tent consistent with the number of educationally deprived children in the
school district of the local educational agency who are enrolled in pri-
vate elementary and secondary schools, such agency has made provision for
including special educational services and arrangements . . . in which
such children can participatc.” The law goes on to state that the funds
and property allocated to private schools are owned and are to be <
ministered by the public ageney, the Board of Education in New York City.

The total number of chiidren attending both religious and secular
private schools in New York City, as reported by the New York State Ed-
ucation Department for the Fall 1968, was 448,778.1 According to the
Board of Education's 1966-67 application for federal assistance, 10 per-
cent, of a1l poor children in New York City eligible for Title I projects
vere attending religiously affiliated nonpublic schools.? To date, no
secular private school has been certified eiigible under Title I require-
ments,

In June 1905, after passage of the ESEA but prior to the allocation
of funds to school districts, the New York City Superintendent of Schools
formed a Standing Committee of officials represertcing the denomirnational
schools in the City -- among them the Roman Catholic Diocesc: of New Yor
and Brooklyn, the Hebrew Day Schools, and the Lutheran, Episcopal, &nd
Greek Orthodox schools, Catholic school children account for approximately
&5 percent of all the Title I~eligible nonpublie school children in lNew

1New York State Education Department, 3Survey of Nonpublic Schools, New
York State, 1968-69, p.5.

“Board of Education,OSFAP, ESEA Title I, School Year 1306-67, Application
for Federal Assistance Part 1, Basic Data (CE 4304), Scctim €. Approx-
imately 32 percent of all public school children are eligible for free
lunch; more than 45 percent of the nonpublic school children in poverty
areas are eiigible for free lunch.
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York City.>

This action of the Superirtendent of Schools represented the first
real ongoing contact between public and nonpublic school officials. lore-
over, this was the {irst time any association of all sectarian nonpublic
schyols had been formed in lew York City., The group has remained in exist-
ence to tne present, and has extended its interests bteyond ESEA. The
Standing Committee was formed to advise the Superintendent of Schools, and
to suggest programs and activities that would meet the needs of the poor
childrern attending nonpublie schools; tnere was no parrallel advisory group
for the rublic school pregram. From the very beginning the Standing Com-
nittee met biweekly to discuss the kinds of services nonpublic schools
would like to receive under Title I.

Meanvhile, the Board of Education had delegated the implermentation of
ESEA to the Superintendent of Schools, The United Parents Association pro-
tested this delegation of authority that gave the Superintendent carte
blanche powers with respect to nonpublic school programs. The United Par-
ents Association maintained that programming in the nonpublic schools was
a power that should have been reserved by the Board., The Beard's resol-
ution was nevertheless passed.

It was not until the end of March 1966, more than midway into the first
Title I school year, that the Supesintendent made public the proposals for
nonpublic school projects. These first year proposals were the source of
rmuch discussion at public meetings and raised almost all the major issues
that continue to surround the participation of nonpublic school children
in Title I activities., Mony of the issues are still unresolved., However,
the decisions made the first year have set a precedent for the future.

In this chapter we will discuss four of these major issues; eligibility
of nonpublic school children; the amount of funds allocated; the sites of
servicessand the kinds of nonpublic school services permitted by law,

ELIGIBLLITY OF NOJPUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN

In the first year, criteria for eligibility of all schools were very
inprecise, and there were no set policies for selecting target schools and
children. Spokesmen from nonpublic schools and civic organizations pressed
for clarification, for a formula to apply to all schools and children.

#ith respect to nonpublic schools in particular, civic groups pointed out
that the mere fact of a scheol's location in a poverty area should not
qualify it for service, since,they maintained, nonpublic schools drew their
pupils from a wider geographic area. In 1955-66, 184 nonpublic schools

3personal Cormunication, OSFAP, liaison officers to thc nonpublic schools.
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were sclected to participate i 7itle I projects.

Hy the second year of Title I, the eligibility issun was stili urn-
resolved, although the redcfining of poverty areas by The Council Ag91n§t
Poverty to include pockets of poverty within more affluent areas enanlnq.
the Board to provide services for children in a larger number of nenput ic
schools. A total of 217 nonpublic schools were sclecteq to particijate.

In testimony before the *card of Education in August 1oL, a spokesnsn f.or
the New York Civil Liberties Union noted that althcugh the Board had ask.d
for aztatistics on the numbers o1 educationally deprived children %n nc?-
puulic schools, the Board had aot yet announced a dcfinitign.of eﬂu?ﬂylonul
deprivation, nor had the; made public the statistics on eligible ch1}wr§n ‘
in the nonpublic schools. He ccncluded that the existence of such sfahjst1cs
was unlikelv, and thus that the procedures for allocating funds to the ron-

public schools were "lerally dubious and administratively haphazard.'
The nonpublic school administrators had been asked to sign forms, 3 iiay
to those used for the publie schools, verifying the numbers of childr n
cligible to receive [ree lunch. Civic group representatives guestic d
the validity of these forms; so did the nonpublic school representatives,
who felt that their forms were more carefully scrutinized than those for
the publice schools and that the ¢riterion Tor free lunch was more liber-
al in the public schools, l'orcover, some denominations had other diffi-
culties with the free lunch criterion because of dietary laws,

By the 1967-68 school year if 30 percent of the population of a
school was cligible ror free iunch, the school was eligible for Titie 1
services, The 30 percent figure was protested bv the Standing Committee
whno wanted it reducad to 10 percent to reflect the total percentage of
poor nonpublic school children citywide. Employment of the 30 percent
criterion in 1967-68 led to the selection of 19% nonpublic schools.?

Subsequently, acadenic equivslents of free lunch were adopted, and
the present formula takes both poverty and academic retardation into con-
sideration, GStarting with the 19%8-69 school year, the criteria for el-
igibility state that for pupils attonding beth public and nonpublic schools,
both within and outside poverty areas, eligibility will be granted il half
or more of the pupils live in povcrty areas, and if at le: st 30 sercent
are eligible for free lunch or if their scademic retardation parallels
that of pupils in schonls wita at least 30 percemt free lunch eligibility.,
(For a mare detailed discussion of eligibility requirements, see chapter
on Population,)

hNew Yoerk Civil Liberties Union. Testinony of George W, LaWoue befcre
the Board of Education of the City of New York, August 17, 1946 (mireo-
raphed).

jHellcr, op. cit.
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For the future, the Standing Committee is very much concerned with
now the nonpublic schools will fare under decentralization of the City's
public educational system, This is the one area where the different
denominations may not be in sccord. Of the several types of denomina-
tional schools eligible for Title I assistance, only the Roman Catholic
schools' attendance areas roughly parallel those of the public schools,
since they are organized on a parish or neighborhood basis. The other
much smaller nonpublic school systems draw their students from wider
geographical areas. One of these syutems, the Hebrew Day Schools, is
urging central aaministration of Title I funds to ensure that all children
will be served. The Catholic school administrators, on the other handg,
are in favor of decentralization of Title I funds, but are also concerned
that their children riay not be included in Title I projects designed on a
district basis.

The Standing Committee's official position ie that participation of
nonpublic schools should vary by district according to the actual pro-
porticn of poor nounpublic school children in that district; thet is,
on the average, the proportion of nonpublic school children to all school
children participating in Title I projects should reflect the total per-
centage of eligible nonpublic school chiidren citywide. The Committee
has asked that "guarantees concrrning comparable participation in federally
assisted programs ., . . be incorporatig into a decentralized proposal that
will eventually have the force of law. One way to facilitate this would
be to include the number of eligible nonpublic scho.:l children n computing
the district allstment of decentralized Title I fuuds.

TITLE I FUNDS FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOIS

Another early area of concern was with the amount of Title I money
zllocated for services to nonpublic school children. Table XV-1 on the
following page shovws the total funds allocated to programs designed ex-
clusively for the participation of nonpublic school children;7 and the funds
for projects designed for joint public and nonpublic school participation.
Figures for the projects for public school children are included for cor-
parison.

6Corr.mittee of Nonpublic School Officials of the City of New York. State-
ment_of Concerns in Regard to Orderly Continuation of Services to Child-
ren in Nonpublic Schools Under Proposed Decentralization Plan. January

22, 1969 (mimeogra;hed). Since their suggestions were not incorporated
into the decentralization plan, the problem remains of how to estaeblish
appropriate mechanisms for allocating funds to districts so as to enswre
services for nonpublic school children as mandated by law.

7The breakdown of projects into categories of public s 1001, nonpublic
school, end joint putlic and nonpublic school projects developed for Fart I
of this study (Heller, Op. Siﬁ') has been used in this chapter and in this
report when appropriate.
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TABLE XV~1

TITLE I FUNDS BULGBTED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED FOR PROJECTS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL
CHILDREN, NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN, AND JOINT PROJECTS
196566 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB2
(Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR
1965-66 and 1966~67 and 196768 and
Summer 66 Surmer 167 _] Sumer t¢8°
Amount rercent Aaount Percent Amount.

FROJECTS Budgeted | Expended | Budgeted | Expended Budgeted
llonpublic School
Children 3,522 41 3,404 64 2,877
Joint Participation 18,531 75 21,801 91 21,450
Public School
Children 44,879 73 50,171 90 49,371
TOTAL $56,932 72% $75,376 89% $73,698

3CAR is the Central Administration Budget.,
brinal budget figures and expenditures were not available for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date fer this report.

The present position of the Standing Committee is that the allucation
of funds for nonpublic school children should reflect the total number of
deprived nonpublic school children in the City, since these children are
irnluded in the entitlement forrmala, According to the Chairman, the SED's
figures indicate that 14 percent of edueatéonally disadvantaged children
in New York City attend nonpubli: schools.

For the first two years approximately 5 percent of the total Title 1
program budget was allotted for projects exclutively for nonpublic school

8Statement made by the Standing .ommittee of Nonpublic School Officials
before the New York City Board o Educsiion hearing on Title I ESEA
proposals, August 28, 1969,
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children; for the third year, based on tentative figures, the percentage
was slightly lower. These percentages are exclusive of the central ad-
ministraticn budget (CAB), part of which is for salaries of liaison per-
sonnel vho coordinate and administer nonpublic school projects; inclusion
of this proportion of the CAB would raise the allocation of funds for non-
public school children.

There are a significant number of projects in which both public and
nonpublic school children perticipate, including all preschool projects,
most summer school projects, and projects for pregnant girls, students with
special needs, and the neglected and delinquent, speech-impaired, mentally
retarded, hearing-impaired, and socially maladjusted. 1In addition, there
are literally hundreds of decentralized projects, in meny of which rnon-
public children could participate. The Board estimates a 10 percent non-
public school enrollment in the summer District Decentrslized projects,
reflecting their estimate of the citywide percentage of the deprived child-
ren who attend nonpublic schools, Exact figures are not available on the
number of nonpublic school participants in these joint projects, although
the nonpublic school officials feel that the percentage has Yeen increasing
slowly, If children attending nonpublic school aciuul'.y meke up 10 percent
of the enrollment in the joint projects then 10 percer* ~f the costs of these
projects can be counted as having benefited nonpublic c:znool children. Using
10 percent as an estimate, an additional $1.9 million could be added to the
total nonpublic school project budget in 1965-66, and $2.2 million in 1966-67,
with approximately the same amount in 1967-68.

The amount of funds budgeted for projects for nonpublic school children
presents on.y part of the story. While 72 percent of the total 1905-6%
Title I budget was expended, only Ll percent of the budget for project cx-
clusively for nonpublic school children was expended. Moreover, of the total
Title I funds expended, the proportion spent for project exclusively for
norpublic school children approximately 3 percent. These figures reflect
both the late start of the nonpublic school projects in 1965-66, and the
subsequent difficulties involved in securing sufficient rumbers of licensed
Board of Education personnel to staff them. In 1966-67, the last year for
vhich expenditure figures were available, a larger proportion of the avail-
able funds were expended; 64 percent of the budget for projects nonpublic
school children was expended, as compared with 83 percent of the Total Title
I budget.

SITES FOX SERVICES

Another area of concern is sites, thal is, where the Title 1 services
to unonputlic school children are to be provided. Although Section 205 (a)
{2) of the ESEA suggests that nonpublic school children might attend public
schoals part-time during the day, such dual enrollment was ruled out by the
New York State Attorney Qeneral as contrary to state law. He maintained

9For the 1959-70 District Decentralized projects, Fordham University is
conducting a study of nonpublic school pupils' participation which should
provide a more exact and up-to-date estimate.
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that this arrangement would entail commingling of state and federal funds,
with the result that state funds might go to nonpublic schools, which is
contrary to the State Constitutions. The Standing Committer held that
conducting programs on nonpublic school premises was not only consistent
with Congressional debate, but was the only sound educational principle,
Other groups were opposed, maintaining that programs shculd utilize public
premises wherever possible to allow children from public and nonpublic
schools to rub shoulders and foster integration.

In 1965-6€, projects were instituted on both nonpublic and public
schools premises., Originally the afterschool centers for nonpublic school
children were to be held in public schools and utilized by both public and
nonpublic school participants, but many public school principals interpret-
ed a central. Board directive to mean that the afterschool centers were for
nonpublic school children only. Later the Board formed separate centers
for the two groups. The administrators of the Hebrew Day Schools complained
that afterschool religious instruction precluded attendance of their child-
ren at the centers, and some parents of nonpublic school children did not
wish their children to attend the centers. By the time these issues were
clarified the school year was over. In 1566-67 the afterschool program for
both public and nonpublic school children was established in 120 public
and in five nonpublic schools.

According to Board of Education policy, for a school that meets the
eligibility requirements to receive Title I assistance, there must be a
sufficient concentration of eligible pupils so that the installation of a
project is viarranted. Nonpublic schools do not always have enough pupils
to Justify installing a project. The Board has tried to accommodate these
children by establishing centers at which services will be provided. A
recent investigation of nonpublic schools' participation in Title I, con-
ducted by a Boston College team, suggested another resolution: ", . . in
nonpublic schools, identified as eligible, but where there are too few
students to justify the assignment of a Title I teacher , ., . neighboring
nonpublic schools [Ehould be paired. Eligible children need not be de-
prived because of the /slize of thg7 school they attend."10 However, it
would not be equitable if the same policy werenot applied to public schools
with insufficient concentrations of eligible children.

KINDS OF SERVICES
What kinds of services -- projects -- can be provided to nonpublic

school children? According to the federal Guidelines, "only special services
and arrengements of a therapeutic, health, remedial, welfare, guidance,

yincent C. Nuccio, et 81, A Study of the Participation of Nonpublic School
Children in Title I, ESEA Programs and Services in New York City (Submitted
to the Commissioner of Education of the z: . nf New York), Boston College,

October 1968,
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counseling, or similar nature may be provided on private school premises
and then only when such services or arrangements are not normally pro-
vided by a private school.”

The first year's proposals for projects for nonpublic school chil=~
drenincluded the purchase of cquipment (such as television sets and other
sudiovisual equipment), remedial reading, speech, and guidance services.
There were {0 be afterschool centers offering art, music, health educa-
tion, and library instruction, in addition to remedial and tutorial cen-
ters in reading and mathematics. Teacher training workshcps and demon-
strations for nonpublic school personnel, including stipends for par-
ticipants, were also planned.

Many civic groups protested these plans. The New York Civil Liberties
Union said that inclusion of activities other than remedisticn, speech, and
guidance was outside the limits set by law, but both the Standing Committee
and the Board of Fducation held these activities to be therapeutic, The
United Parents Association protested that the ratios of teachers to child-
ren eligible for the guidance projects and the corrective projects favored
the nonpublic school children; as & result, these ratios were subsequently
adjusted to e more in line with the teacher-pupil ratios in the public
schools, Other concerned citizens maintained that sufficient nimbers of
personnel would not be available to staff the projects, which, especially
in the guidance projects, proved to be the case.

In the first year especially it was difficult to find enough staif to
fully implement the nonpublic school projects. The law prohibits the pay-
ing of salaries of nonpublic school persomnel directly. To staff the day-
time projects, licensed Board of Education personnel are assigned to the
nonpublic schools, but auring the first three years of Title [, no Beoard of
Education teacher was assigned full time to one nonpublic school; many 4id
actually work full time by being assigned to more than onz school, A non-
public school in which there were enough children to justify a fill-time
load wac assigned more than one teacher, These policies were subsequently
changed.

Many newly licensed Intensive Teacher Training Programs graduates of the

1966 Summer program were used in the 1956-67 school year a: sueci&lists; 90
percent of the Corrective Reading teachers in 1966-67 were graduates of the
Intensive Teacher Trvaining Program. The Boston Study Tean (cited earlier)
noted that some nonpublic school officials fear ihst these Intensive Teacher
Training Program graduates, now with several ycars of teaching experience,
will have to transfer to public school assignments in order to qualify for
their permanent licenses.

Table XV-2 on the following page lists the projects tfor children attend-
ing nonpublic schools and summarizes the funds budgeted and expended for the
years under discussion. All these figures have previously appeared in the
tables in the Program chapters, sincc the projects for children attending
nonpublic schools, similarly to the projects for children attending public
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TABLE XV-2

TITLE I FUNDS BUDGETED AND PROPORTION EXPENDED FOR PROJECTS EXCLHSIVELY FOR
NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN BY PROJECT

1965-66 to 1967-68, EXCLUSIVE OF THE CAB2
(Funds in Thousands)

SCHOOL YEAR
1965-66 and 1966-67 and 1967-68 and
Summer 66 Surmer_'67 Surmer '68°
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount,
PROJECT Budgeted | Expended] Budgeted | Expended Budgeted
Corrective Reading 476 39 886 83 914
Basic Speech
Improvement W5 22 - - -
Speech Therapy 133 L6 222 71 210
Educational
Enrichment 1,832 40 - - -
Demonstration and
TT Workshops 168 50 - - -
Remedial and
Tutorial Centers 262 51 ¢ c -
Guidznce Centers 606 37 964 28 662
Corrsctive
Mathematics - - 926 64 724
Bus Trips - - 112 51 107
Achievement Tests - - 88 50 63
Institutions for
Neglected - - 184 57 ¢
TV and AV Training - - 22 d -
Erglish-as-a-
Sicond Language - - - - 101
Handicapped Children - - - - 96
TOTAL $3,522 41% $3.404 6L% $2.877

8CAB is the Central Administration Budget.
PFinal budget figures and expenditures were not available for the 1967-68
school year by the cutoff date for this report,
CThage projects were expanded for joint participation.
Y ~sendftures {ncluded a large amwunt of money for equipment which was not
JEIQJ!:igeted that year,
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schools, were classified under their major aims. As can be seen in Table
XV-2, only two projects in the first year expended half or more of the
amount budgeted., First year proposals included large amounts of money
for equipment, and for that year of all the money expended for projects
for nonpublic school children, approximately one-third of the money was
spent for equipment.

In 1966-67 several changes were made. Only two projects from the
first year were carrisd over into the second. The Basic Speech Improve-
nment project was not recycled because it provided whole class instruction,
which is uot considered within the Guidelines of ESEA. Tre Demonstration
and Teacher_:g;ainggg project, which paid stipends to noanpublic school
teachers, was eliminated after protest by civic groups. New programs
added in the second year were; Corrective Mathematics, staffed by Irten-
sive Teacher Training Program graduates; Bus Trips to places of culttural
and civic interest; an Achievement Test proaect for several grades to pro-
vide information necessary to determine educational criteria of eligibility
for Title 1; and a TV and AV Training project for teachers, Another pro-
Ject was added offering services to children in Institutions for the Neglect-
ed and Delinquent, in accord witht the new ESEA amendment, The budget for
Corrective Reading almost doubled, while the amount expended more than
quadrupled; the increased expenditure resulted in large measure from the
increased staff available follo® ng the Summer 1966 Intensive Teacher Train+
ing Program, Of all the projects in the nonpublic schools, Guidance Centers
was the most poorly implemented; less than 30 percent of the budget was
expended, because of the inagbility to hire sufficient members of special-
ized personnel,

Fewer changes took place between 1966-67 and 1367-68. Most projects
were recycled; one was dropped, Services to children in Institutions for the
Neglected and Delinquent were exp&nded to include public school participants.,
A project for Handicapped Children, and one for those who were learning
English-as-a-Second Language were introduced. The total allocation to non-
public schools was reduced, while the percentage budgeted for projects for
both public and nonpublic participants rose slightly.

The nonpublic schools are concerned thet discrete projects in resding,
~atheratlies, cpeech. guidence, and o on, ere planned with litile regari io
the possitly disrupting effects of such prosrauming on school orgenizetion
or on the children. As was pointed out previously. most nonpublic schools
participeting in one project elco participate in all other nonpublic escnool
DTOWQCtC {with obvious exceptions such a¢ Institutionz for the leglected

nd Dellnguent) “oreover, the cere children perticipate in more than one
prowect For exemple, an inforral study based on 8 sewple of children in
the 1946-67 Corrective Mgthematics project indicsted thst approxxrately one-
third of the Corrective Mathereiics children were slso in orrective hLeading.
These children leave the regulsy classrooun to receive each tyre of correc-
tive instruction; when they return they may have missed important reqular
classroom work. Cince there is a substential nuwiber of euch children addi-
ticnal investigstion of the nwier of children, end their nceds, ir called
for. A corrective sprrogeh may not be beet suited to meeting the needs
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of these children.

THE FUIURE

Over the three years under investigation many of the issues with
Title I projects for children attending nonpublic schcols were consid-~
ered settled, at least temporarily., For example, both the Standing Com-
mittee and the Board of Education have apparently conceded the educatioral
merits of conducting projects on the premises of the nonpublic schools.
Moreover, many administrative difficulties have been resolved. More per-
sonnel with more experience became available to staff these projects and
many of the rules about full time employment and assigrments have been
changed; the changed policies have generally resulted in smoother operation
of the projects and an increasing compatibility between the Board of Ed-
ucation teachers and the teachers in the nonpublic schools.

In some sense the final resolution to the two major problems of ser-
vices and sites may not lie in the hands of educatcrs but may be in the
hands of the courts and the legislators. In December 1966 four civic
groups filed suits in the Federal and State Supreme Coarts. The suits
challenge the use of ESEA funds for nonpublic school children as a viola-
tion of the First Amendment to the United States Constitution which guar-
antees separation of church and state, and of Article 1, Section 3 of the
New York State Constitution {the so-called "Blaine Amendment") which pro-
hibits the use of public funds to aid denominational schools.

The Federal Supreme Court ruled that the plaintiff's had standing to sue,
and at this time further action is pending, There has been no action on the
State Court case since its inception, although the prohibition of public
financial aid to sectarian schcools became a focal issue at the 1967 New York
State Constitutional Convention. Tne new constitution was defeated at that
time, and many believe the defeat was brought about through the efforts of
those in favor of retaining the Blaine Amendrent. Early in 1970 both houses
of the State Legislature voted to repeal the Blaine Ameidment. If another
session of the Legislature also votes in favor of repeal, the issue will be
presented to the State's voters., '

With the temporary suspensicu of these issues, and stimulated by the
decentralization of a considerable portion of the Title 1 funds, the Stand-
ing Committee of Nonpublic School Representatives began to raise questions
about eligibility and the allocation of money., The Cornittee's concern is
relfected in their appeal to the New York State Commissioner of Education
to conduct an investigation of whether the allocation of Title I services
to nonpublic school childiren is commensurate with the total number of such
Poor children. Only recently, after many requests by th: Standin
Comnittee, the Board of Education ar1 the Skb have initiated mcet%ngs with
the Committee to review the gquestion.

They are concerned with the eligibility criteria, which they feel
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discriminate against them because the nonpublic schools are not organized
on the same basis as the public schools. Some of the nonpublic schools
are small and draw their students from a wide geographical area so that
they may fail to qualify for eligibility on the basis of residency.
Further, the Standing Committee maintains, the size of the smaller non-
public school systems often means that although a school may qualify for
eligibility in terms of the percentage of poor students, the school may
not receive services because the actual number of eligible students is
too smali to justify installing a project. The Standing Committee feels
that the services should be allocated to poor nonpublic school children
in an amount equal to their total number citywide without the limitation
imposed by the requirement of concentrations of such children in a school.
Put both the Board and the State Education Department hold that while
federal funds are allocated on the basis of poverty, it is State policy
that Title I services are to be granted to educationally disadvantaged
children residing in concentrations of poverty.

Within the next several years the problems faced by the nonpublic
school administrators are likely to intensify. The outcomes of thre court
cases will have implications that will affect the existing arrargements.
Decentrelization of increasingly larger amounts of Title I funds will con-
tritute to their problems.

The Standing Committee is very uncertain about the future participation
of nonpublic school children in decentralized activities; they maintain that
participation of these children should wvery by distriet according to their
representation in the district. Gererally, some mechanisms will te neecded
so that funds can be transferred from district to district tecause many of
these children may not live in the same district in which the school is
located Furthermore, because we anticipate new questions about the loca-
ticn of services for nonpublic school children under a decentralized ar-
rangement, controls and guarantees will have to be worked out in accord
with the needs of the children and with a basis in sound edvcationel prac-
tice. At the local level, the district superintendent, the community action
agency, and the representatives of the several denominaticnal schools will
have to learn to work closely and cooperatively to make certain that all
needy children will benefit from the ESEA to the extent to which they are
entitled.
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CHAPTER XVI

EVALUATION

Unprecedented in American education is the mandate of Title I that
the effectiveness of every project and the total program composed of all
the LEA's projects be evaluated annually, In order to ensure that Title I
funds are used properly and effectively, the LEA, the state education de-
partment, the U.S. Office of Education, and the National Advisory Council
on the Education of Disadvantaged Children 21l are required to make annual
reports on the use of funds and the conduct of programs.

The importance of evaluation in the ESEA of 1965 is emphasized in four
different sections of Title I, as well as by the inclusion of Title IV -~
the Title to strengthen educational research and training -- in the same
Act. Section 205 (a) (5) indicates that the LEA must make certain that
"effective procedures, including provision for appropriate objective measure-
rients of educational achievement, will be adopted for evaluating at least
annually the effectiveness of the progrems in meeting the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children . . ." Section 206 (a) (3) spec-
ifies that the State Education Department (SED) will make periodic reports
to the U.S. Commissioner of Education evaluating both the effectiveness of
payments and the efiectiveness of particular projects in improving children's
ecqucational attainmerts. Section 212 (a) established the National Advisory
Council on the Education of Disadvanteged Children; the National Advisory
Council is to make an annual report to the President who, in turn, will trans-
mit the report to the Congress.

This many-tiered evaluativg and reporting system is a novel statutory
provision, emphasizing the legislators' concern with making the program
effective, In stressing objective neasurements, baseline data, and before-
and-after measures, the ESEA o* 1965 seered to give evaluation importance in
policy-making. Despite this apparent concern, Section 207 (b) limited the
reimbursable payments for evaluation to one percent of the LEA's annual grant.
Moreover, the legislation left to the state agency the format and substance
of the LEA's annual reports. Of most importance, perhaps, the Title I leg-
islstion failed to provide either mechanisms or sanctions whereby evaluation
findings could form the basis for successive program refinement, It was left
largely to the judgment of local policy makers whether or not to act on the
findings and recommendations.

Before discussing the kinds of evaluations tiiat have been and should have
been conducted, and the relationship between evaluations and policy formu-
lation, we will present & brief description of how New York vity fulfilled
the evaluation requirement of Title I, since the process that was established
had both political and educational implications.
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EVALUATION IN NEW YORK CITY

In the first year of Title I, the Superintendent of Schools asked
the Assistant Superintendent in charge of the Bureau of Educational Re-
search, the Board of Education's internal research division, to take
responsibility for all aspects of evaluation and reporting; this respon-
sibility included developing the evaluation designs to be submitted to the
SED with the project proposal, conducting the evaluations, and reporting
to the SED and the Office of Education as required.

The internal research resources of the Board could not encompass so
large a task. It is to the Board's credit that when faced with a choice
of expanding their own facilities or contracting evaluations to others,
they sought objectivity by contracting with external, independent eval-
uation agencies. In the first year, the Bureau o Educational Research and
the Center for Urban Education conducted the evaluations of all Title I
projects. In subsequent years a growing list of other research agencies,
both profit - and nonprofit-making, became involved.

Evaluation is the only service an LEA is permitted to subcontract for
uider the ESEA and a formal contract between the Board of Education and the
external evaluation ageicy must await approval of the project budget by
the SED. As a result, these contracts have never been signed until long
after the start of the scnool year, although informal negotiations between
the Assistant Superintendent and the evaluation sgency usually start with
the opening of school, The director of the evaluation meets with the Assis-
tant Superintendznt to discuss the plens for the final evaluation design,

a nodification of the design submitted to the SED. The final design sagreed
to depends on such factors as the availability of data and the size of the
budget. These conferences began in the first year and may include represen-
tatives of the Division or Bureau responsible for implementing the project.
All tests or other instruments must be approved by the Board prior to their
use,

The contract between the Board of Education and the evaluation sgency
is for the evaluation of a discrete Title I project, with little regard to
other projects, whether Title I or the myriad non-Title I projects, that
ray exist in the same schools or include the same children. Unless the par-
ticular investigator is evaluating several projects, he may have no know-
ledge of what or where the other projects are. In general, the evaluator
is provided with little more information than that contained in the partic-
ular Title I project proposal, and in those instances where there was a
modification in the proposal subsequent to the conference, no systeratic
procedures have been developed to notify him of it.

These procedures have encouraged each evaluator each year to evaluate
a project all over again, as if the previous cycle and evaluation of it did
not exist. Each report gives the reader the impression that the project
began anew, Part of this problem results from the one-year evaluation
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cycle and the fact that a new evaluator may have been contracted for the
new cycle. When the new evaluater brings a fresh point of view to the
study this becomes a laudable prectice; but all too often the new eval-
uator spends much time and effort in investigating the same things as his
predecessor and in much the same lashion. Although a new evaluator may
design new and better instruments, in doing so he loses the opportunity
for presenting comparative findings. For example, there are reports on
recycled projects stating for each of the three years that supplies were
late or that the staff needed training, without providing any indication
of the degree of improvement over the prior cycle. By permitting the in-
vestigator great latitude, the contracting process fails to take advantsge
of accumulated experiences.

Under the ESEA the Board of Education maintains responsibility for
disseminating all evaluation reports, The evaluation agency prepares
interim and final reports, and a shcrt suwcary of the final evaluation
report. The interim reporting requirement was first instituted in 1966-67
in response to a state suggestion, since fingl reports were not completed
until after the end of the school year and thus could not provide infor-
mation for modifying the coming year's program. Moreover, in the threo-
year period, the final reports have been increasingly more delayed in de-
livery, partly as a result of the insistence of the Board and the SED on
the inclusion of more achievement test results for all projects. The eval-
uators, in seeking to comply with this request, and without the necessary
funds for conducting their own testing, were dependent on the results of
the citywice administration uf the standardized achievement tests; these
tests are administered each year and the results are usually not available
until May or June. Because of pupil mobility and record-keeping problems
in the City, final samples of pupils cannot be determined until the test
results become available, so that pre-snd post-comparisons cannot be made
until that time, To partially solve this problem, the Board of Education
and the SED requested the Summary eveluation report furniched prior to the
delivery of the final report, In addition, the agencies themselves have
tended to produce and reproduce, more attractive and more formal reszarch
documents, reflecting perhaps a competiveness for evaluation funds, as
well as the farmalization of evaluation as an exercise.

To meet the deadlines imposed by the Title I funding cycle, the interim
reports now come out in March or April, in time for making project plans
and staffing estimates for the school year beginning in September. Each
year the start of the lew York City Title I program operation has bveen
delayed -- either because of citywide teachers' strikes, uncertainty about
the extent of funding, or delay in state and community appioval of project
proposals. As a result of the late start interim reports have been based
on fewer observations and have been more general than was anticipated, al-
though they provide the Board with more information than would have been
available to it otherwise.
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THE ROLE OF EVALUATION

In the past, more educational research was written for a restricted
audience, namely, other researchers or research-minded educators who
were familiar with research methodology and terminology. Title I brought
new audiences into being. Educators, school board members, politiciens,
parents, teachers, and the larger community all have a stake in this ro2w
educational venture, and need different kinds of information concerning
thhe effectiveness of projects: parents need to kinow about their child's
school; teachers need to know if what they are doing is working; local
school boards need information on which to base staffing and other man-
agement decisions; and educational policy makers and legislators need
information that will permit them to improve projects end make funding
allocations., It seems reasonable to assune that evaluation was mandated
to help tie local educational agencies improve the quality of education
for disadvanteged children. Part of the problem with the established
process is that it has proved extremely difficult to make one evaluatioen,
no matter now excellent & study it is,serve all these different purposes.

In the absence of specific mechanisms obligating an LEA to conrider
evaluation findings, and since the SED was not made responsible for ‘ie-
termining whether evaluation results were considered in an LEA's subse-
quent plans for recycling the project, the impact of evaluation was de-
termined in large measure by the attitudes and policies of the IEA's pro-
gram planners. Vwhile it is beyond the scope of this report to systemat-
ically investigate the role of Title I evaluations on Title I policy in
New York City we will examine some of the evaluation recommendations that
vere made and explore some of the possible other Jeterminants of program
policy.

There is one dramatic example where the Board of Education modified,
as a result of a Title I evaluation, its former policies concerning the
education of pregnant school-age girls. More typically, hcwever, the
impact evaluations have had on New York City Title I programs is more
limited. Most changes included in recycled project proposals are admin-
istrative, not educational, in nature -- the removal of a staff p~ ition
or the replacement of one category of position with another, Some of the
modifications in the project proposals seem to be based on evaluation
recormendations, !‘any others are not, and may result from informal sugges-
tions made by *he project director during the course of the project's op-
eration, or at its end.

For the 1967-068 school year, the Board's Summary of Proposed Programsl

1Summa§x, 1967-66, op.cit. The Summary of Proposed Program for the public
hearing went to press vefore the date that the final complete evaluation
reports were due &t the Board; the recommendations incorporated in the
Summary are taken from the interim reports and summaries of the final reports.
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included statements indicating which of the revisions were bused on the
evaluators' recommendations. Some exasmples of the evaluation recommen-
dations that tue Board indicated they intended to include in the proposals
for that year follow: efforts will be made to increase the efficiency of
the cooperation betwee. the two co-directors of SUYEC; implement better
understanding between classroom teachers and corrective reading teachers
by conducting workshops for nonpublic school staff:; continue the inservice
training of corrective reading and corrective mathematics teachers with
special emphasis on the use of materials for instruction; establish classes
to develop and foster the understanding of good mental health practices by
the teachers in the nonpublic schools; send periodic bulletins to nonpublic
schools with helpful materials for pianning Bus Trips.

Title I progrem decisions in New York City reflects the political cli-
mate, the attitudes of educators, as well as the kinds of evaluations and
recommendations that were made, "“he Summary of Proposed Programs, 1968- »9
contains this statement: '"The development of 1968-69 , , , programs repre-
sents a cooperative effort involving many different agencies who are con-
cerned . + . . The comprehensive planning involved extensive consulta-
tion with . ., . Council Against Poverty, the Standing Committee of Non-
public Scheol Officials, and the representatives of numerous civic and com-
munity groups . s « . Many progrem elements, substantive changes, and in
some instances entire programs have resulted from the Council's recommen-
dations."® The Board makes this statement to indicate its responsiveness
to the locel communities, but in doing so implies that not only do overall
Titlc I program priorities reflect the political milieu, but projec. elements
do also., Title I priorities and general programming are properly and by
legislation the concern of the school administration and the community;
evaluations shouid provide the data that would enable them to make systematic
decisions. We feel strongly that project elements -- the specific plans,
objectives, and procedures -- are areas in which it is appropriate for eval-
uators to make their contribution.

The tacit attitude of the general policy makers tuward eveluation is
reflected in the entire evaluation process; the first time any group of
evaluators becomes involved is when the Bureau of Educational Research pre-
pares the evaluation design to accompany the already developed project pro-
posal submitted in fulfiliment of SED requiremenis. Whenever the evaluators
have accepted the project design as given to them, thereby having acquiesced
in taking research on at the end steges of development, they have contributed
to the attitude that evaluation is rot important to program development.
Actuslly, many evsluators have pointed out, in sane instances again and again,
the necessity to be involved in project plenning. They have included in their
reports a plea for earlier involvement and more invclvement in formulating
objectives and in selecting participants. But evaluators have never insisted
upon this kind of consultation us & necessary contractual condition for eval-
uating a project. Partly beceise evaluntors have had so little say in pupil

2Summ§£z, 1968-69, op.cit.
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or school selection or in stating objectives, they have often been unable
to supply their audiences with definitive data about project effectiveness.

The evaluator, entering the process very late, is able to select for
study those aspects of the project that he considers important, interesting,
and measurable within the time span and limits of the budget. Since he
works in relative isolaticn he may not appreciate that what may be of in-
terest and importance to him may not be relevant to his audiences. More-
over, he may not realize that his view of the particular project may be dis-
torted as a result of his unfamiliarity with many of the legsl, political,
contractual, and other complexities of Title I and of the school system in
general, It is no wonder that evaluators of individual projects made sanme
recommendations that were not practicable and, since they were rarely in a
position to be able to meke comparetive suggestions, they rarely if ever sug-
gested discontinuarice of a project and the allocation of funds elsewhere.

Most of the recommendations appearing at the end of an evaluation re-
port appear understandable and seem easy to implement, btut when looked at
overall and in retrospect, many were stated in terms that were general and
vegue. Thus, a recommendation that more classroom space is needed does not
tell the program planner what to do; in contrast, t{he recommendation to
reschedule the assignments of the corrective reading teacher and the carrect-
ive mathematics teacher, because there was not enough space to hold both
remedial classes on the same day, was an eminently sensible suggestion that
could bte acted upon -- and was. It is easy for an evalualor to recommend
better planning; it is much more difficult, cspecially in view of his lim-
ited knowledge of other projects, to suggest practic~l ways to accomplish
this. It is one thing to find that the school climat2 has improved; it is
quite another thing to do the type of study that would suggest reasons why
the better climate has not resulted in better pupil achievement.

Furthermore, by accepting his isolation the evaluator is, wnuther or
not he is aware of it, placed in situation in which he is doing rwre than
attempting to ascertain educational truths -- he will find himself in the
political and social realm. It has been only gradually and recently that
evaluators have become more aware of the possible policital conseguences
of their findings. For example, the United Federation of Teachers had a
commitment to the More Effective Schools project, since they played a
significant role in developing the plans, and had a strong interest in its
future. Beyond the educational merits of the project, wide adoption of
the plan meant smaller classes, more teaching jobs, and more pleasant work-
ing conditions. The More Effective Schools report, which did not focus on
these aspects, became a major part of the 1967 dispute between the Board
and the teachers' union. Other instances can be cited where the political
and social interests of an audience differed from the primary interests of
the evaluators, with the result that frequently evaluations do not tell the
reader what he wanted to know.

In some instances, however, the evaluator included inappropriate data,
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or did ineffectual studies, in response to actual or perceived r=quests
of others. For example, in the nonvisible projects the evaluators com-
piled with the request to provide achievement test data, even when it was
apparent that the additional personnel were not recruited and no substan-
tive project existed. When evaluators agree to continue an evaluation in
the absence of a meaningful project, the evaluation is clearly a fiction
that accomplished no more than fulfilling reporting requirements.

The deleterious effects of isolating the evaluators ire best exempli-
fied in the criteria of attainment or success. It is with these criteria
that communication problems between researchers and educators are most ev-
ident. Within the framework of the current evaluation procedure, although
the Board approves the evuluation design and instruments, the evaluator
alone rather than together with the planner selects the criteria to judge
the effectiveness of a project in meeting its objectives. For any objective
there may be several criteria; for example, there are many indicators of
attainment of the objective "to improve pupil attitude toward school.”

The evaluator may select increased attendance as a measure; the project
directors may feel, however, that this was not as appropriate an indicator
as, for example, an increase in the number of books borrowed from the school
library. These differences may never become a subject of discussion, and
may not even be apparent until the program planner reads the final report;
since the planner may reject the evaluator's criterion, he can also reject
his findings.

Most Tatle I evaluators have been trained in university departments
of education or psychology. Their training has not provided them with the
attitudes required for the new roles called for by Title I, nor with the
tools for carrying cut the kinds of evaluations that are needed. Evaluators
need retraining in identifying the factors that are important, and in pre-
senting them in a way that is helpful. Any new approach to evaluation also
reqQuires changes in attitudes toward evaluation. Both evaluators and pro-
Jject planners need to be oriented toward recognizing problem areas and tak-
ing corrective action within the operational span of the project. To do
less is to be unfair to the children who might otherwise te exposed to at
least a full year of a situation which is not meeting their needs.

A NEW EVALUATION MODEL

A new model of evaluation is called for, one emphasizing collaborative
consultation, quick feedback and techniques to foster understanding of the
project in both its educational and social contexts. The acceptance of
evaluation findings might be facilitated if evaluators provided more defin-
itive and helpful information, and if some rules were developed whereby the
JEA was obligated to consider all evaluation findings in their modifications
of program.

Collaboration implies nut only earlier consultation but a new relation-
ship between the evaluator and the educator; the relationship should be aimed
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at integrating tho knowledges, expectations, and intuitions of the program
personnel into the evaluation process. At the same time the evaluator
must make his requirements known. Such an effort in the initial project
design states would ensure that the evaluator is emphasizing what is im-
portant to the program planner, and in terms the planner accepts as impor-
tant .

Because different kinds of projects have different objectives, and
because some activities are more fully developed than others, different
evaluation schemes should be used. However, certain basic inforration is
required for each project each year, describing the extent to which the
project has beem implemented. This type of data collection has been
called monitoring, and is basic to all other types of investigation. Mon-
itoring information should be collected on a continuous basis and should
be fed back immediately to the persons responsible for the day-to-day
operation of the project. Had this kind of study been systematically under-
teken, it is likely that many startup problems would not have occurred
when new projects were started in later years. The monitoring data can also
be the basis for an annual overell report to the SED, in thast i% should
present a clear picture of the inputs made into Title I projects.

In the school year 1969-70, the Board of Education, at the request of
the SED, distinguished between project monitoring and evaluation. This
distinction was first initiated for the 200 to 300 district decentralized
proiects because a detailed study of the individual projects was impossible.
The Board required the evaluators to collect some basic monitoring infor-
mation about the implementation of each project, and also to study the
outcomes of a few projects in depth. Such project monitoring hss great
potential value, but it can becume simply another formal exercise unless
there is provision for and acreptance of immediate feedback to persons who
can take corrective action when it is warranted.

in addition to monitoring, either formative or summative evaluations,
as described by Scriven, are called for, depending on the stage of develop-
ment, of the project. Formative evaluation is concerned with the improvement
of educational s.rategies. This type of nonexperimental study should pro-
vide immediate suggestions for the refinement of projects. Formative
evaluation focuses on the aspects of a project that are crucial to its success.
Since it is not a closed system, it can be alert to potential sources of
failure and frustration, and opportunities that might otherwise be missed.
Formative evaluatimn reguires intensive study of a smaller number of class-
rooms in depth. It is most relevant to projects under develcpment, new
approaches nd methodologies, trensplanting programs from one school system
to another, and expanding pilot projects. The emphasis of 1 :rmative evalua-
tion should be todetermine the conditions under which the project can best
operate or under which it must fail, and to identify the factors associated
with its potentisl success or fajlure in time to ao something about it. By
its very nature, formative evaluation should increase the interdependence
vetween program people and evaluators and should help fill the necds of
teachers, school administrators, and community leaders as well. A formative
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evaluation focusing on improving educetional strategies rather than a
more summative type evaluation, study of More Effective Schools.

As a project develops to a more nearly and finished form, summative
evaluation becomes more appropriate. Summative evaluation is more like
the traditional controlled experiment and may include larger samples and
more sophisticated measures and statistical techniques. It seeks to de-
termine whether the project has been successful in improving the children's
educational achievements.

The contribution of the Title I evaluations to policy decisions re-
garding funding, expansion, contraction, or discontinuance of projects is
limited because there is at present no way in which one project can be
directly comparcd with another. There has not been developed for Title 1
in New York City a system that can be used to measure the effectiveness of
projects that have dissimilar goals or techinques. Operations researchers
have developed decision models so that policy makers can handle such prob-
lems. Essentially the models are systematic ways of assigning numerical
values to a common core of desired characteristics of projects, such as
the need for a project, the adequacy with which it was implemented, and
its impact on the children, the school, and the community, These values
can te combined to give a numerical measure of the merits of each project.

The next step, one which is more difficult than it may seem at first
glance, is to determine the cost of the prcject per pupil. These two
measures, effectiveness and cost, can be combined to provide an estimate
of cost-effectiveness which can contribute to the policy decisions.

In summary, monitoring can furnish useful information for smoother
program operation, and for reporting on and summarizing experiences. Form-
ative evaluations can provide the project planners with the kind of data
needed to improve educational strategiesd. Summative evaluations can help
the policy makers to set priorities and allocate funds. Operations research
techiniques can help to ensure a maximum benefit for the funds expended.

After careful study of more than one hundred individusl evaluation
reports we must conclude that one type of study and one final report cannot
satisfy the needs of all the interested and counce .ed parties. The reports
that have been written havz generally not been widely disseminated; the
Board of Education, which maintains responsibility for disseminesting eval-
uation reports Goes not, for example, routinely transmit the findings to
participating principals and their teaching staffs.

Alternate reporting forms may be necessary, For example, there should
be one report for school staffs and project coordinators which should contain
a description of what went on and the conditions under which the project
seemed to wurk effectively. This report could identify participating schools
by code designation, so that & particular srhool can remain annonymous &nd
can ve identified by the school administration so that they can make whatever
changes in progréen operation are necessary. Although there are potential
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dangers to such a code identification system, the benefits for followup
comparisons are eunormous.

Another less technical reporting form could be developed for Parents,
community representatives, and legislators. This report could draw con-
tracts among a group of related projects, describing the variables that
facilitate successful project outcomes; it should be widely disseminated
and publicized, especially within the LEA's jurisdiction.

Researchers and program developers would need more detailed informa-
tion -- copies of test instruments, complete statistical analyses, and
analyses of budget expenditures -- to serve as a basis for improving educa-
tional strategies.

EVALUATION BUDGETS AND CONTRACTING

How much money should be spent on evaluating Title I projects? By
law, only one percent of an LEA's %otal basic grant is reimbursable. This
is a sharp contrast to the 5 to 10 percent currently budgeted for research
and evaliation of projects initiateda under Title VII and VIII of the ESEA.

Over the three year period in New York City, the total proportion of
funds allocated to evaluation has remained fairly constant, at approximately
one percent of the funds budgeted for program, but there was considerable
variation in the relationship between the size of the project budget and
the size of the evaluation budget. The two largest projects in 1965-66,
for example, were funded at approximately $6 million; both had evaluation
budgets of $10,000. That year exactly the same amount was budgeted for
each of the evaluations of the two smallest projects. From 1965-68, the
percentage of project budgets allocated to evaluation of the largest pro-
jects was increased, and the percentage of the project budget allotted to
evaluation of smaller projects was decreased to a low of $4,500 for one
project.3

The decision on how much money is to be srent on evaluations is complex.
The simplest rule, to allocate a fixed percentege of the project's cost to
evaluation, fails to take into account other irportant considerations. The
smailest projects might not receive an amount large enough to permit meaning-
ful evaluation, On the other hand, one percent of %8 million may be too
large, since there may be instances where an %80,000 study will not yield
1 'ice the infoimation of a $40,000 one,

3Evaluation badpels for some projects were rov -y _lable.
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We believe that there should be mn increase in the totsl percentage
of funds alloited to the conduct of evaluations, but tha’ the inzirease,
if legislatively mandated, should be used in new ways and for new ievel-
opments. The different types of evaluations that were described above
require not only additional funds but differentiel allotments. It seems
logical to spend proportionally more money on formative studies ani on
the more innovative projects about which less is known, and to spend less
on surmmative evaluations of projects that are expansions of prograns al-
ready well established. A large evaluation effort may &lso be justifi-
able for pilot projects and for those having broad rolitical and sccial
implications, Other factors, including the number of partiripating schools,
should also be considered in the evaluation budget. Any edditional funds
for evaluation could be used to finance more followip studies and to develop
new tests and other instruments.

Adoption of the different evaluation stretegies recommended herz, in
addition to affecting the distribution of evaluation funds among rrojects,
would lead to changes in the contractual relationship between the Board of
Education and the outside 8gency; contracts may have to be established for
varying periods of time with new reporting requirements. If the EFoard de-
cided to collect a common core of information for all projects this would
mean that it will incur other new obligations.

Whenever & substantial amount of money is spent for evaluaticn there
is always adverse pressure from those who believe this use of funds diverts
money from the children, but if well spent, evaluation will eventially
nean & higher return to pupils., With the proliferation of special educa-
tional prograns and decentralization of the City's school system there will
be an increasing need for evaluation to provide information for decisi.ms
about continuing, modifying, and discontinuing program efforts. 1The en-
actors of the ESEA believed that evaluation could play an inportant role in
progran development.

Recently teachers and school administrators have shown increasing re-
sistence to evaluation, manifested by a reluctance to cooperate with eval-
uatcrs. Part of their resistance results from the existence of many projects
in & school, which subjects the school to an eveluation of each project,

This is an administrative provlem, which might be lessened if projects were
planned differently. A larger part of the reluctance to cooperate nay result
from the teachers' and administrators' feeling that they have not benefited
from past evaluations, having rarely seen the evaluation findings. Some of
these feelingr might be alleviated if reports were systematically available
to each school, and if the schools felt that their input was considcred in
formvlating policy. The cooperation of these key people will not be won by
explaining to them the mandate that each project must be evaluated. An
increase in the evaluations are redesigned to serve the ' «;t interest of the
children and teachers, and with some obligation on the part of the IEA to
disseminate the findings and to carefully consider and accept recommendations
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that would improve { ~ quality cf education for the disadvantaged child.

TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS

In New York City schools it has proved virtually impossible to carry
out a true research design, especially summative evalua’ion designs. There
is ne random assignment of schools or classes to projects; all Title I -
eligible schools may receive some Title I services, Comparisons between
Title I schools and those that do not qualify would tc confounded by the
basic differences in economic and educational condition of the students.
Instances where tnere are not enough resources to accommodate all the needy
eligible children, & consideration of evaluation strategies in the planning
state -- for example, random assignment of pupils or matched pairs -- would
pernit evaluators to better determine project effectiveness.

Pupil mobility in New York City, and in Title I schools in particular,
is huge. During any academic year, in some schools the turnover rate may be
more than 100 percent. Thus, while some children may sit at the same desk
for an entire year, other desks may have three, four, or more occupants.

With such high turnover in pupils, it is very difficult to identify a group
of students who have been exposed to the full year's project. Computerized
records would be immeasurably helpful in designing and conducting evalua-
tions. 1In sore other cities, social security numbers are obtained for child-
ren and used as identification throughout their academic cereers. In this
city of more than one million school children, it is often impossible to dis-
tinguish the records of one Juan Rodriquez from another. If one Juan moves
from school to school, identifying him becomes increasingly Aifficult. And,
supposing he csn definitely be identified, there are still sther problems.
Only a clerical supersleuth could tell from Juan's high school records whether
he went to an Open Enrollment elenentary school. The detective would nave to
know whether he went to the school as part of the Open Enrollment project,

or whether he already lived in the neighborhood of the school at that time,

Almost without exception, the evaluations of Title I projects in New
York City have relied on traditional measures of achieverment. Little atten-
tion has been baid to developing new tests, or new norms for old tests, al-
though the available standardized instruments have long been considered in-
appropriete. These tests have been criticized on the grounds that they are
biased in favor of middle class culture, that they are unreliable, and that
they are not diagnostic, Test results are distorted by the widely ackrnow-
leiged practice of coaching the children. Further, the tests themselves often
bear little relationship to the types of pupil behavior expected from a proj-

ect. Achieverent and attitudes are testable, however, and meaningzful tests and

reasures should bte developed.

In the past, other than for achlievement, each evaluator had constructed
his own instruments with the resvlts that it is impossible to compare any two
investigaticns. While an individual evaluator should be left free to add
questions relevent to his own study, he should te obligated to collect some
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common information. A core of similar items for both pupils and staff
should be incorporated into each project evaluation., These common results
should be assembled centrally, so that norms and interpretations of scores
could serve as a basis for comparative program judgments; these same data
could be used for reporting to the SI'D and to the Office of Education.

Throughout this report we have urged undertaking specific investiga-
tions, and mentioned some broad research questions. In this final section
we want to highlight three areas which we consider mos%{ important for future

emphasis ~- planning and evaluating grouped projects, followup studies, and
cost-effectiveness studies.

If projects continue to be planned and evaluated as discrete entities,
much of the potentially valuable data for cross-project comparisons is lost.
Projects should be planned around the major aim or objective; adoption of
this procedure would helvp eliminate duplication of resources and competition
for children, Within each group of similar projects alternate strategies
could be intrcduced, and the relative merits assessed. This kind of approach
would be adaptable to the entire Title I program, There is a need for & better-
informed basis not only for allocabting funds to one of several speech projects,
for example, but also for allocating funds to one program area rather than another.

In the past, the New York City Board of Education made available a very
limited amount of money for the conduct of followup studies. In the {irst three
years, three or four such sbtudies were undertaken; they too suffer from the
inadequacies of record-keeping and the high rate of pupil mobility, but they
were important and worthwhile. An adequate followup study requires planning at
the time the original evaluation is being planned. Funds for a followup have
to be set aside and the kind of information that is desired saould be consid-
ered in the original design. We would urge that more money and planning go
into longitudinal and Tollowup studies, especially in projects for young child-
ren and other projects where the gur -tion of %urability of gains.-- as they
relate to costs -- is of primary impurtance. The federal Guidelines recognize
the need for longer term investigations and perhaps should be mcdified to in-
.clude more specific instructions on how to fund them.

So far, evaluations have not provided the most fundamental informati?n
needed by the Board of Education, the value received from the efforts to im-
prove the education of the disadvantaged. It is sometimes argued that such
programs are so diverse and intangible that they cannot be measured in com=-
parable terms, but the fact is that such a measurement is made, :nformally,
and intuitively, when the budget is decided on. The administrators assgmole
the best information they can, weigh the pros and cons, arrive at a sub’ec-
tive estimate of the worth of the program and then make their budgetary
allotrent. We urge that the Board of Education adopt a decision makipg fFro-
cedure based on cyst effectiveness and division theory concepts used in
operationr research studies. These procedures provide for amassing data on
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the educational inputs, outputs and costs, and for systematically com-
bining the information to provide cost effectiveness data that forms
a sound basis for the budgetary decisions.

o
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CHAPTZR XVII

RECOMMANDATIONS

It is difficult if not impossible to rank the more than one hundred
Title I projects in order of success. There are several reasons why this
cannot be done. Frojects have different objectives, and most vprojects
have several objectives. Thus success, in terms of how well an objec-
tive was realized, may deperd on which objective was selected; full
attainment of a relatively unimportant objective is not as valuable zs
partial attainment of a more major aim. Since the projects were neither
plarmed nor evaluated in a comparative manner, there is no single common
set of criteria to use. As we have pointed out in the chapters on Cb-
Jectives and Implementation, projects succeed and fail at different
stages of development and for various reasons; a project tha% was not
implemented as planned cannot be condemned as educationally unsound for
failing to modify pupil performance. Finally, we believe that at pres-
ent, we would contribute little to the decision-making process by cormr-
paring, for example, a project for speech-handicapped children with
another project providing enrichment opportunities. It is more fruit-
ful, we believe, to look at ¢ne objective at a time, and to study and
contrast the various approaches to meetinrg it. This procedure, however,
can be expanded to the entire program effort.

For each program chapter in this report we grouped related projects
in a way that enables the reader to make comparisons among them. In
doing so, and in our discussion of related projects, we have tried to
single out common characteristics of the projects we judged as relatively
more successful in achieving their najor objective. Our judgment as to
vwhich of several objectives was the major one, and whether it was real-
ized, is based on reading and rereading the individual project proposals
and evaluation reports; on interviews with the Title I program people
at the Board of Educaticn; on study of the evaluation reports which ir-
clude achievement test datea and reports from participating staff and
principals; and on our own experiences in carrying out many of the indi-
vidual project evaluations.

The features that we have identified and judged to be 2ssociated
with what we regard as successful Title I projects include the fullowing:
HIGH VISIBILITY, CLEARLY SPECIFIED FOPULATIONS including CHILDREN WITH
DEFINED NREDS, COULCENTRATED RESOURCES, SPECIALLY SELKCTED OR TRAINED STAFF,
ara COMMITMENT FROM OUTSIDE GROUFS. We do not mean to imply that any
one of these factors singly or in combination will guarantee that a proji-
ect will meet its objectives., Rather, we teel that these factors should
te considered in future project planning, since they may facilitate,
either administratively or organizationally, the operation of a project
ard thus facilitate its educational effectiveness. More evaluation ef-
fort should be directed to identifying with a greater degree of cer-
tainty the factors and conditions that facilitate or interfere with
project success. Until they are subjected to more rigorous testing we
should consider the factors listed above as hypotheses,
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HIGH VISIBILITY

A visible project is one that can be identified as an entity,
separable from the regular, ongoing educational program in the school.
The project staff and school sdministration are aware of the existence
of the project, even if they are unable to specify the source of funds.
The parents, the staff, and the educational community at large can iden-
tify project elements and are often conversant with its mejor airs.
Nonvisible projects, on tne other hand, are interlocked with the regular
school program and are generally distinguished solely by an allocation
of cdditonal personnel. Frequently neither the additional personnel
nor the school staff seem familiar with the intent of the project ob-
jectives, which are usually not clearly specified.

Since visible projects sre generally better planned, we believe
that they will be more successful than the less visible projects.

Highly visible projects are often located off school premises,
or if on a school site, are organized as a school~-within-a-school.
The College Discovery and Develnpment, Pregnant Girls, Benjemin Franklin
Cluster, the Street Academies, and the centers established for children
with special needs are all outside the regular school organization.
This type of organizational pattern seems to increase the feeling of all
project participants that they are engaged in a special educatjonal
endeavor. Moreover, the attention and publicity these projects ireceive
may have motivational value for the children arnd the staff.

CLEARLY SPECIFIED POPULATIONS

Projects directed to meeting the clearly defined needs of a epecific
population will tend to be more successful in achieving their objectives
than projects which seek to effect gereral improvements for children
whose needs are unspecified. In general, the more identifiable the need
of the target pupils, the more likely that cbjectives and techniques can
be developed for meeting that need, and hence, the more likely it is
that the project will be successful. Projects such as those for hearing-
impaired or speech-impairedpupils, pregnant girls, and the mentally
retarded have the edvantage of a target pocpulation whose major need is
quite specific and definable -- unlike the more general projects which
include children with multiple, unspecified needs.

The majority of projects tnat have been initiated under Title I
each contain several objectives, and are planned for inany children with
many unspecified needs. For these children it seems important to try
to focus on & single protlen area most in need of attention, rather
than attempting to deal with maay problems all at once. In terms of
the child, his most pressing reed should be identified -- not an easy
tasy -- and he should participats in a projrct purposetully designed
and concentrated to meet that need. Since available resourc s are
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limited, this strategy may lead to temporary neglect of some of his other
pressing problems, but it may in the longer term enable us to identify
and remedy many of a child's specific probleris much mor> economically.
And it seems likely that emelioration of a child's most pressing prob-
lem would have carryover benefits tc the child in ameliorating his

other problems.

Pupil) motivation should be considered in planning projects; it
should prove easier to develop rnew ways of motivating children if proj~-
ects are placred to cope with their own most pressing problem.

CONCENTRATED RESOURCES

Projects that provide a concentrated level of service tend to be
more 8vccessful than projects in which the available resources are spread
more thinly. The critical level of concentration of effort for various
activities and for different children has not been satisfactorily de-
termined. The aegree of concentration is not always reflected in the
size of the project budget, since expensive projects may include many
children and a large number of activities.

Concentrated services .1ay not m:an innovative or experimental
services; the curriculum for neither the Coll2ge Discovery and Development
nor the Pregnant Girls project was particularly innovative, but these
projects are considered successful in achieving their goal of continued
education., However, the absence of a specially adapted curriculum when
a need for one clearly exists, as in the preschool progrems which involve
a new pupil populatiorn, will hinder thc effectiveness of the project.
Moreover, if instructional techniques and methodologies are not related
to the project objectives, then those techniques, no matter how concen-
trated they are, probably canrn .t modify pupil behavio: in terms of the
stated project objectives.

SPECIALLY SELECTED AND TRAINED STAFF

In general, specially selected or trained staff will facilitate
learning; since teachers are the prime educational zgent, it is of
critical importance to select and train them carefully. Adding more
professional and nonprofessional staff to a project to reduce class
size or to improve the pupil-teacher ratio has not, in and of itself,
proved an effective procedure. Unless the staff is trained to use
small class size to better advar. age, there is no evidence that more
teachers means edncational opportunities.

In some of thr: projects that were more effective in achieving their
aims, such as College Round, some teachers volunteered for the assignment;
in other projects, such as Fregnant Gir.s, the project staff expressed
a deep interest in and commitment to the project. The attitudes of teachers
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and their commitment to project objectives may be as important as their
technical competencies,

COMMITMENT FROM OUTSIDE GROUPS

In general, commiiment or support for projects by groups located
outside the elementary and secondary school framework may facilitate
the projects' effectiveness. The relationships between The City Uni-
versity of New York and the College Discovery and Development project,
between the College Bound Corporation and the College Bound project,
or between the Urban League and the Street Academies projects are ex-
amples. The Benjamin Franklin Cluster had the support of the local
community; P129 did not: Pregnant Girls had the endorsement of the
Council Against Poverty; and More Effective Schools has the sanction
of the United Federation of Teachers.

There may pe one exception to the value of external support in-
volving a particular school-university relationship where a university
"adopts" a school. Although there are only a few instances of this kind
of relationship under Title I -- P129 and Yeshiva University, Benjamin
Franklin Cluster and Teachers College, and SUTEC and Queens College
-- the resulis of these projects seem to be uneven. These types of
relationships should be investigated further to determine the conditions
under which they can work out well in actual practice.

Throughout this report we have made a series of suggestions and
recormendations whose adoption we believe would result in an improved
Title I program. Many of the suggestions were explicit while others
were implied. On the basis of our experience with the Title I progran
in Wew York City, we feel Quite strongly that, with some modification, Title I
can improve the quality of edvcation for the deprived children. On the
following pages we summarize major recommendations which we believe
should improve the operation of this program. Most of the following
recommendations are general suggestions about how to proceed; we feel
that Title I projects will be more effective if certain modifications are
made in the way they are planned, desipgned, and operated. We have left
it up to the people who know the content matter best to suggest specific
ideas or techniques to be used to meet the needs of pupils.

Our recommendations are stated with the admonishing word, "should,"
since to be less direct would seem to avoid the issue, but 4e recognize
that one man's "shculd” may be another man's more tentatively stated
suggestion. We do not mean to speak dogmatically, but we believe that
if we do not make positive recommendations we are failing in our respon-
sibility to summarize our experience.

During the pericd we studied, some Title I funds were deceniralized,
vut the City's educational system wes centralized, As New York City
moves toward decentralizing its educational system, and if a large pr--
portion of Title I funds are also decentralized -- placed under the
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Jjurisdiction of the district superintendents -- many of our recommenda-
tions will become obsoleite. In an attempt to forestall this, we have
tried to word our recommendations so that either the Central 3Board,
referred to as the LEA, or the local district administrative units may
act upon them., Moreover, we have included suggestions that have wider
appiicability; many of them apply to local educational agencies in
general, to state education departments, and to the federal government,
particularly to Congress which makes the laws, and to the Office of
Education which interprets and administers them. Recomm~ *ations are
not of value unless they are specific; we have, therefor. , - .tempted

to direct our comments not only at what should be done to iwprove pro-
gram operation. out who should do it.

The Congress should amend the wording of Title I so ag to encourage
imaginative and innovative attempts to improve education. Specifically,
the words "to expand and improve . . . their educational programs” permit
an LEA too great latitude in programming. By modifying the language of
the original Act, some educational limits could be placed on the types
of projects initiated. The limitations should encourage original and
creative solutions to meeting the needs of economically and educationally
deprived children.

Future projects should incorporete agreed on characteristics that
are likely to facilitate project effectiveness, cither those discussed
above, or others more rigorously determined on the basis of systematic
experiences.

The Board of Education should consider modifying its organizational
structure so that there will be more opportunity for new programmatic
efforts., The administrative organization of Title I in New York City
is not conducive to innovative programming. The structure should be re-
examined, with a view toward developing & new pattern of interrelation-
shipe to encourage exploration of and receptivity to new program ideas.

Increased community participation in the planning mnd conduct of
projects scems to have a potential for bringing fresh points of view to
bear on old problems. We do have the experience to recommend that
whatever the involvement is to be, it rust be stated clearly and
must be carried out.
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The Congress should appropriate the full amount of funds provided
by law, rather ihan the lesser, prorated amount. Thege additional
funds should be earmarked primarily for LEA use. The LEA should use
the increased funds for planning and cocrdinating projects, for eval-
uating projects, and for providing more concentrated per-pupil activity.

The Coagress should modify the Title T legislation so that lornger-
term funding is possible. As it stands now, the funding cycle is poorly
related to the educaticnal planning cycle. Since most educational en-
deavors require commitment for more than one year for educationally souné
rlanning, it is especially impertant that Title I activities be planned
in a continuous manner since Title I involves the coorperation of the com-
munity, the parents, and the nonpublic schools. Z=ducational venefits
and gecod will are lost when projects can be planned only on a year-to-
year basis beczuse of future funding uncertainties.

Long=term funding would give LEAs the impetus to plan Title I
activities over a longer periced of time and to plan in a sequential
ranner, Jome provision should be made for carrying over unexpended
funds into following vears.

The LEZA shculd initiate long-range planning of Title I activities,
Projects can be mide more effective if they can be successively refined
over a period of time. Long-range planning is necessary for training
and retraining staff and developing new curricula and instructional
techniques. The amount of funds the LEA bidrets for its administrative
functions should bte increased to provide for tne salary of a person who
would be responsible for continuous planning.

As New York City decentralizes its educational system, some type
of central planning may be necessary if the children are toc be assured
of continuity of service. Since the LEA's responsibilities include
establishirg an overall program and disseminating information, the
central Board of Education cculd make a great contribution by ccordin-
ating with 30 districts’ Title I activities and by providing them with
programmatic ideas and effective educational strategies adaptable to
the needs of 1lccal children.

The LEA should undertake an up-to-d-te estimate and projection of
the total resources of the zystem, especially its manpower resources.
This estimate should include personnel, space, supplies, and materials.
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Repeatedly, year after year, projec.s were not implemented because the
needed resources were not available in sufficient quantity.

When there are not adeguate resources of any one kind, the LEA
should plan alternate strategies to meet the project objectives. For
example, if adequate numbers of specialists are nol available, the
Board could experiment with paraprofessionals, or initiate inservice
teacter training activities, or examine its licensing reguirements for
that specialty.

In particular, the employment of the paraprofessional merits careful
planning and study. As paraprofessionals fill a more demanding rul.e,
both they and professional teachers wil! need additional training, and
some modification will have to te made in the educational structure to
accommodate the demands of the new role definitions.

The BRoard of Education should improve its record-keeping progedures.
The LZK reeds faster and more accurate estimales of projected and actual
project expenditures and of accruals, for both persconnel and non-personnel
costs. Record-keeping }.vucedures need to be modernized. Computerized
record-keeping procedures are initially expensive to install but can pro-
duce great econonies.

New York City needs pupil identification numbers. Such a numbering
sytem, tcgether with a reccrd of project participation, is a first step
towvard building a central computerized facillty to chart each child's
progress through school.

Title I should be planned and coordinated with the other Titles
of the ESEA, and with other special state and federal programs. This
coordination should be the basic responsibility of the state education
departments, although botn the federal government and the LEA also need
to assume some responsibility. New York City may not be using most
advantageously all the opportunities that are available to it.

As more new special local, state, and federal educational progrems
are initiated, and as the City movec further in decentralizing educational
responsibility, threre will be a growing need to plan and coordinate pro-
grams and funds to reduce overlap and to fill in gaps. This might require
assigning a small staff of one or two persons %o explore rew funding op-
portunities.
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The Board of Education should redraft its Title I priorities end
should fund identifiable projects that relate to the priorities. The LEA
should spend Title I tunds for identifiable projects that contribute
to meeting high-priority needs of children. The process ¢f establish-
ing priorities reflecting the children's needs is a continuing one which
needs revisions based on changing educational, social, and psychological
experiences and philosophies.

The Title I program should complement, not replace, the LEA's on-
going educational program; the funds should be used to augment its other
efforts to improve education for deprived children. Additional federal
puidelines and stricter enforcement of them may be necessary to ensure
that Title I is not being used as general aid.

The federal government and the LEA should attempt to define
the Title I target population more specifically. Because the ESEA in-
cludes both educational and economical deprivation in its definition,
it has been extremely difficult to specify an appropriate target popu-
lation.

The criteria of economic deprivation that have been developed
locally have become more clearly defined over the years but there are
still disparities. The Board of Education should continue to reduce
the present disparities. Many school eligibility problems that were
considered solved may reemerge in the decentralized system -- but not
all problems in all 30 districts.

Defining educational deprivation is a complex task involving an
examination of fundamental educational and social objectives. To define
as educationally deprived those pupils who score below some standard on
some test does not adequately address the problem. There are many chil-
dren who can never achlieve average performance for a variety of reasons,
and on the other hand, there are students who, although achieving on an
average level, are educationally deprived because their capacity is above
their current level of performance,

At present Title T cannot meet all the needs of all poor children;
some choices need be made. We cannot attempt to resolve the problem of
choice, but we can recommend that the LEA must make clear what children
have priority and undertake the appropriate actions.

The LEA should undertake an independent assessment of the needs
of the target population. The assessment should be the basis for future
project planning and for allocating resources. It should be conducted on
a systematic basis and should include a realistic estimate of the number
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of puplils with a given need. It should aim at identifying the major
educational problem of the individual pupil, the problem most in need
of attention.

Regular reassessment of pupil needs, in and of itself, would offer
the additional benefit of providing a gross evaluation c¢f the effectiveness
of the Title I progranm.

The LEA should desig. projects around single orjectives related
to the assessed needs of the target population. rlanning projects
around major needs would rermit a better allocation of resources, less
Juplication of services, and less ccmpetition for participants., 1If,
for exemple, many pupils are identified as having a major speech prob-
lem, & group of speech-related projects could btz planned. The specific
speech needs, whether of non-Znglish-sveaking children, or speech-handi-
capred children, or chiluren with speech delects, would determine the
speciric strategies for improving their speech. It would te easier to
provide the child with corcentrated services aud it should prove easier
to motivate the child to improve in one clearly defined area.

A group of these related projects should be evaluated together so
that comparisons can be made among the different approaches employed.
If the LEA continues to recycle projects with multiple objectives, how-
ever, it must indice : the relative importarnce of those objectives, and
ellocate sufficient resources to accomplish each geal.

The LEA should specify selwvction criteria for pupil psrticipation
in each project. For specific projects, the program planners and eval-
vators together need to develop criteria for papil selection, as well
as the technigues for disgnosis of the child's specific difficulties.
"hese criteria should coniinue to be somewhat flexible -- specific
scores on specific tests should uot be required -- bul every attempt
shounld be made to select only those pupils who exhibit the need that
the project is designed to meet.

If departures from the selection criteria are acceptable and
indicated, careful records should be maintained describing the reasons
for and basis of the departures,

In those instances where a project is planned for fewer chi’dren
than the total number of eligible children exhibiting the need, thLe
project plarnners and evaluators should assign children or schools on a
random or matched-pair basis; this kind of assignment would precvide
cemparison groups and wculd permit more rigorous and definitive eval-
uations.
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The federal, state, ard local agencies should make certaia that
services to children are concentrated enough to ensure a change in their

behavior. The LEA especially needs to investigate the optimum level

of concentrati:-n -- the quality and quantity of the services that are
needed to brin: about the desired changes in pupil performance. If
funds are spread too thinly over a variety of activities, the likeli-
hood is that trere will not be a reasonable chance for impact. More
research is ne:ded to determine the level of concentration for dif-
ferent needs and for needs of differing severity.

The Congress should amend the legislation so that there are
increased funds for Title I evaluations. It is our belief that strength-
ening evaluations will result in improved education and an eventual sav-
ing of money. 3ivaluation of Title I has proved to be a complex task;
the one vercent. allocaticn is not sufficient to improve the usefulness
of evaluations so that they can provide a better basis for program
modification.

Increased funds fo: evaluation should be used in new ways. Mon-
itoring projects and conducting formative and summalive studies should
be considered r: new approaches to project refinement and decision-making.
Cost-effectiveress techniques need to be developed. There should be
increased effort to undertake more followup and longitudinal studies,
and to fund pilot studies and more basic research in teaching and learn-
ing. New test instruments and other procedures are needed to diagnose
pupils' problems and to assess program effectiveness.

The Congress should make the evaluating and r=porting cycle more
flexible. The ennual reporting requirement has not had the desired
results, the rerorts have been late, there has been little feedback dur-
ing the course of a project’'s operation, and there has been 1little modi-
fication of prolscts as & result of the evaluation findings.

At present, project planners must carry out their function in the
absence of information that could help them modify their plans. The
adverse effects of the evaluation cycle are exaggerated in New York City
because evaluators have been dependent on the citywide tests of achieve-
nent. Adoption o1 monitoring and of formative and summative evaluation
strategies would lead naturally to different reports and different re-
porting times, although each project could continue to receive an annual
evaluation of some kind.
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The Office of Education should develop and mandate the use of
standardized data collection procedures. Sound tests and other data
collection methods should be developed to provide a core of comparable
information from all projects so that evaluation can provide more mean-
ingful and interpretable information.

The L%A should use evaluation in program development. An improve-
ment in the usefulness of evaluations requires changes in the responsi-
bilities and relationships that exist between project planners and eval-
uatoss. Formative evaluation has the potential for facilitating the
interdependence of evaluators and educators as well &s for improving
education. They should work together from the very inception of the
project in planning, stating objectives and criteria of attaimment,
and in selecting schools and pupils. Working together effectively may
mean new attitudes of respect and commitment to improving educational
opportunities for children.

Working in this way, the evaluators should develop new procedures
to identify the factors that facilitate or hinder program effectiveness,
ard should provide the achool administration with immediate feedback and
suzgestions. This suggestion implies retraining of evaluators and es-
tablishing new requirements for them. Program personnel need orienta-
tion to the possibilities that good evaluations can provide; they alsc
need to develop ways to make warranted corrections in a project during
the course of its operation.

The LEA should move toward a rational, systematic decision-making
process for allocating Title I funds. As more educational projects are
initiated, it will become increasingly necessary for the LEA to identify
effective projects. If projects are planned and evaluated around their
major objectives, comparative research can be done and can provide some
data for funding decisions. Thus progress can be made toward wise al-
location of scarce funds among competing projects.

Evaluation contracts should be for a group ot related projects so
that one project may be compared with another on the basis of common
measures. This procedure would help planners refine their strategies
and would alsu reduce the diplication of evaluation efforts.
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The LEA should be required to evaluate its total program as well as
each individual pr~ject. The total program study should present a picture
of the total input under Title I, a complete and detailed study of imple-
mentation, and an assessment of outcomes. For this study to assist fu-
ture planning, it must be carefully planned in advance and should be
built around a common core of information that should ve required from
the evaluations of the individual projects. A computerized record-keeping
procedure is necessary and will facilitate such overall evaluation.

For the evaluation of individual projects, the LEA should allocate
evaluation funds according to project size and complexity, innovative=
ness, social significance, and the type of evaluation called for by the
stage of the project's development.

All levels of government should increase the emphasis on dissemination.
As a matter of public accountability all governmental agencies should
nake certain that information about intended project plans is disseminated.
All agencies should disseminate information about project results for
projects that have been successful as well as for those projects that
have not been successful in meeting their objectives. In addition, more
detailed technical and fiscal information should be made readily avail-
able to all interested and concerned people.

The New York City Board of Education should make concerted efforts
te systematically disseminate to all participating school principals,
teachirg staffs, and parents or community groups information about proj-
ect objectives, techniques, strategies, and desired results for pupils.
The Board of Education must also improve its procedures for dissemi-
nating project results and should consider using different forms for re-
porting to different audiences.

Title J should be revised and strergthened. OQur study of tne first
three years of Title I in the nation's largest city has irndicated that
despite its weaknesses Title I can continue to be an important vehicle
for advancing education.

It is our bvelief that Title I can be mnie to operate better with
some revisions in the existing legislation and with some modificaticns
of estavlished practices. One alternative is, of ccurse, to write a
new education law. However historically in our nation, new legislation
tnfortunately has not always capitalized on rast experience. Further-
more, any new law would generate a whole new series of problems for
local agencies just when ESEA rules are understood. But there is noth-
ing in the current Act to prevent the improvement of controls over prc-
gram quality; new administrative requirements are needed to ensure qual-
ity and accountability.in lhe exjenditure of publie furds.

O
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The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was less than a
perfect law. It was a compromise law, mirroringz the tensions and view-
points of the society at large and permitting the local agencies the
opportunity to work through the issues at the local level. Like most
innovative federal legislation it reflected concern with deep-rooted
national problems which could not be surmounted by a single act of Con-
gress. Its passage increased the dilemmas of the various growps who
would be involved in its implementation, for the ESEA raised questions
aoout the role of evaluation in program development and about community
representation in educational decision-making without specifying how
these questions were to be answered. The ESEA was not intended to pro-
vide resolutions to the church-state relationship, to desegregation of
the schools, nor to the spiraling costs of education. And, the ESEA
did not seek to anticipate the problems brought about by new national
trends -- the changing structure of societv, the new power negotiations,
and the increasing militancy of students, parents, and teachers.

Title I has had accomplishments. Because of this legislation, atten-
tion has been focused on the needs of the impoverished child, no matter
whether he was in a public, a private, or an institutional school; he
could be physically handicapped or neglected or delinguant; he could be
of preschool age or college-vound. Because of this legislation, LEAs
were alerted to consider the special educational needs of their chil-
dren, to define and identify educational deprivation, and to seek s--
lutions to children's educational problems. Title I suggested some n 'r
approaches including employment of paraprofessionals and tutors, com-
bined work-study programs, and special remedial and enrichment classes.
Title I allowed continuetion of ongoing programs and at the same time
encouraged innove'ive endeavors and pilot projects. The original legis-
lation also emphasized the importance of concentrating activities to
ensure a reasonatle chance for success. The Title I legislation ex-
panded the opportunity for people previously excluded from educational
policy formulation to have a voice in the education of their children.
Title I mandated new relationships between public and private edurations;
systems, between the various levels of government, and between educitors
and evaluators. It allowed local autonomy, provided successively higher cl.~cks
and balances, and built in public accountability. Title I furnished a
vehicle by which the federal government could enforce other civil rights
legislation, and it encourag~d state and local agencies to plan projects
that capitalized on related legislation.

Where then lies the responsibility for its unfulfilled promises
and limited successes? We cannot point to any one individual, nor to
any one group, nor to any one level of government and say, "the fault
is yours." Without exception, every person we came into contact with
was seeking, with integrity and within the limits of his responsibili-
ties, the bpest way of fulfilling the purposes of the law. And if read-
crs excerpt or summarize from this document, we want to caution against
a hasty and unthinking pointing to blame. That was not our intention

ERIC 189

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



181

and would not reflect our experience.

Perhaps in some sense Title I's strengths were also to become the
reasons for its failures; since the legislation was so flexible, Title
I became an arena in which tne war against poverty through improved
education took place. The participants in the struggle included the
federal Office of Zducation, the 8tate education department, the Board
of Education, the representatives of private educational systems, the
evaluators, the educators, and prrvent and community groups.

Within this arena, the representatives of the parochial schools,
partially responsible for the passage of the Act, continued to press
the demands that remained unsatisfied by the legislation. The repre-
sentatives of the community also used Title I for other, non-educational
~~ albeit important -- campaigns; much of their energy went into blockades
and side skirmishes. The individual teachers took advantage of opportu-
nities opened by Title I but were often limited by outmoded techniques
and inagppropriate preparatizn. As an organized group, the teachers,
sought to institutionalize their own hard-won gaing, but at some cost
in harmony and trust. In continuing to do what they knew how to do bvest,
the pregram planners and developers perpetuated o1d tactics; but they
were not alone in doing so., The general command, the Board of Education,
faced new demands, new problems, and newv potential partners. The Eoard
may be faulted for being attentive to the counsel of many and for taking
the wrong actions on too many fronts, with untrained and insufficient
numbers of troops and resources. The evaluators maintained a position
of nonintervention and defended it in the face of clear needs for feed-
back, Within the powers granted by law, the state department of educa-
tion could have been an active facilitator; its failure was largely
inaction. And the federal Cffice of Education could have exercised
more control and direction within the framework of the various Titles
of the ESEA, but they did not have fiscal flexibility and were oper-
ating in a situation where high national priority was not placed on
education. Moreover, the Title I battle was fought with iradequate
lines of communication and dissemination. It was a battle fought anew
each year and with very limited funds.

At the outset, none of the participants was prepared with enough
knowledge about how to improve education for the deprived. Regardless
of the source for today's educational problems, it has become increas-
ingly evident that small amounts of money alone will not provide the
solution. It is possible that massive amounts of money and concentra-
tion of exyanditures might make an improvement in the quality of educa-
tion. It seems very much more probable, however, that the hope for the
future lies in developing, refining, and experimenting with new educa-
tional strategies and with identifying the variables within a program
or within a child's experience that will lead to real and lasting so-
lutions.
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The solutions will not come easily, and the problem is not new.
Over one hundred years ago, in 1854, Thoreau wrote in Walden: "We have
a ccmparatively decent system of common schools . . . it is time we
had wicommon schools . . . . Ales! what with foddering our cattle and
tending the store, we are kept from schcol too long . . . If it is nec-
essary, omit one bridge over the river [End instea@] throw one arch
. . . over the darker gulf of ignorance wnich surrounds us.”

The experienc:s with Title I have made it uneguivocally clear that
we still do not know how best to overcome this gulf of ignorance for a
large number of our school children. We hope this report helps show
the way in which Title I affords us the opportunity to learn how best
to make uncommon schools for our children.
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INDEX

A modified Index of abbreviated Title I project names, underlined
in the text of this report, follows. The project names are arranged

alphabetically.

This Index directs the reader to the program area chapter in which
the project was classified for this study and in which it is discussed
in most detail. In addition, the page numbers of other chapters in
which the project is mentioned in the text are listed.

Achievement tests

After School Study Centers (ASSC)

Aides for Libraries

Attendance Services

Auxiliary Ailde

Basic Speech Improvement

Benjamin Franklin Cluster

Bus Trips

Camping for leadership

Career Guidance Classes

Centers for Mentally Retarded Children
Child Caring Institutions

Citizenship Classes (see Special Guidance)
Clinical Guidance (see Guidance Centers)
Clinical Speech Therapy

College Bound

College Discovery and Development Program (CDDP)

VIII

XIV

XI

XIv

VII
XT
XII
XI
XI

X1

VII

VII

31

20, bs
b1, b2, 151
26, 134, 169, 171

21, 93, 151, 158

75

26, 31, 45, 58, 170, 171

28, ko, b7, 58, 106, 169,
179, 171
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Compensatory Education
Comprehensive High Schools
Corrective Mathematics

Corrective Reading

Demonstration and Teacher Training
District Decentralized

Early Identification Classes
Educational Enrichment
English-as-a-Second lLanguage

Evening Guidance {see Guidance Centers)
Expanded Kindergarten

Five Primary Schools or Five Schools
Followup in 13 Schools
Follow-Through

Guidance Centers

Guidance Clinics (see Guidance Centers)
Handicapped Children

Head Start

Hearing- and Language-Impaired
Homework Helper

Hospital Schools (400 Schools)
Improved Services

Inschool Guidance (see Guidance Centers)

Institutions for Neglected and Del’nquent

Intensive Teacher Training Project (ITTP)

O
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VI
VI
VIII
VIII
XIII
XIV
XI
VIII

VIII

XI

XII

XII

X1V

VII

V1

XIII

32, 106

30, 31

21, 25, 26, 37, 41, L2, 151
21, 151

151

15, 31, 32, 5k, 147

151

117

20, 39

20, 61

21, 26, L1, 93, 117, 151

151

30, 31, Lo, 129

30, 31, b1, 56, 91, 106

sk, 149, 151
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Internship for Principals: Operation leadership XI1I

Interscholastic Athletics X

IS 201 VIII

Junior Guidance Classes X1

Junior High School Summer Project VIII

Kindergarten Aides or Kindergarten Pilot X1V

Middle Schools VI 30, 31, W1

More Effective Schools {MES) VI 30, 31, 39, 41, Lg, Sk, 5o,
91, 102, 10¢, 117, 127, 159,
171

Musical Talent Showcase X

Neighborhood Youth Corps VII

Open Enrollment (OE) vi 9, 16, 27, 30, 31, 37, 41,
56, 91, 127, lo5

Operation Return VII 58

Out-of-School-Guidance (see Guidance Centers) X1

Parent Followup {see Followup in 13 Schools) v

Parent Involvement X1V

Pregnant Girls vir L5, 58, 136, 19, 170, 171

Prekindergarten v 15, 20, 31

Program to Excite Potential (PEP) VII

P129 VI 127, 134, 171

Remedial and Tutorial Afterschocl Centers VIII

Schools for Mentally Retarded Children XI1

Sixtcen (1) Institutions X1

Socially Maladjusted and Fmotionally Disturbed XI 30, L1, 75, &9

(mon)

Sranish-speaking Tcachers XITT Lo, 136
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Speech Therapy

Special Guidance Classes

Street Academies

Strengthened Early Childhood

Summer Day Elementary Schools

Summer School Program

SUTEC

Teacher-Moms

Teacher Training and Reading Institutes
Transitional Schools

TV anu AV with Teacher Training

o "
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REFERENCES

Following ir a list of reports on Title I projects in

New York City that we consulted in thils study.

The listing is alphabetical by senior author within the
program content areas, For brevity we have adopted abbrevia-
tions of the names of the evaluating agencies. The abbrevia-

tions used in the citations are:

CUE, Center for Urban Education; New York City,

BER, Bureau of Educational Research of the Board
of Education of the City of New York,

CUNY, Division of Teacher Education of The City
University of New York,

Queens College, Department of Education, Queens
College of The City University of New York,

NYU, Center for Field Research and School Services,
Schoel of Education, New York University; New
York City.

ERB, Educational Records Bureau; Greenwich,
Connecticut,
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Frankel, Edward. Followup Evaluation of the Comprehensive High
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gram, 1966-67, CUE, September 1967.

Fox, David J., Colleen Stewart, and Vera Pitts, Services to Chil-

dren in Open Enrollment Receiving Schools, 1967-68. CUE,
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Thorndike, Robert L, Free-Choice Open Enrollment: Junior High
Schools, 1965-66. CUE, August 1966.

TITLE I MOTIVATIONAL ACADEMIC PROGRAM REPORTS

Appel, Yetta H, and Deborah Shapiro. An Educational Facility for
Pregnant School-Age Girls, District 12, 1967-68, CUE,

November 1968.

Appel, Yetta H, Educational Facilities for Pregnant School~Age
Girls, 1968-49. CUE, October 1969.

Brody, lawrence, Beatrice Harris, and Genaro lachica, A Report of
the Third Year of a longitudinal Study on the College Dis-
covery_and Development Program, 1967-68. CUNY, No. 69-1,
March 1949,

Brody, lawrence, Beatrice Harris, and Genaro Lachica, A Report of
the Second Year of a longitudinal Study on the College Dis-
covery and Development Program, 1966-67. CUNY, No, 68-2,
March 1968.

Guerriero, Michael A, Benjamin Franklin High School-Urban lsagus
Street Academies Progr 1 . GUE, November 1968,

Horowltz, Giltert H, and George Forlano. An Evaluation cf Opsration

"Return": learning Centers for Suspended Students in 4
Districts, 1967-68. BER, September 1948,

Horowitz, Gilbert R,, Robert Lovinger, and George Forlano. An Eval-
uation of College Bound Frogram, Summer 1967. BER, December
1967,

lolis, Kathleen, A Pilot Program for the Education for Pregnant
School-Age Girls, 1966-67. BER, No. 22-609, June 1967,

Lovinger, Robert J, (College Bound Program, 1967-68. BER, No. 22-624,
March 1969.

lovinger, Robert J. College Bound Program, Surmer 1968. BER,
November 1968,
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Peck, Bernard, Max Weiner, and Marcella Williams. A Program to
Provide Educational Enrichment for Disadvantaged In School
Neighborhood Youth Corps Enrollees During the Summer, 1966.
CUE, September 1966.

Rothbell, Gladys and Judith A, Eisler. Bendjamin Franklin High
School Cluster Program, 1967-68. CUE, December 1968.

Tanner, Daniel and Genaro lachica. A Report of the First Year of
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SUPPLEMENTARY ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

Bernstein, Bruce H. The After School Study Centers for Disadvan-
taged Public and Nonpublic School Pupils: Remedial and
Tutorial, 1965-66. CUE, August 1966.

Bolger, Philip and Howard Tilis. Improving Teaching of English as
a Second language in Grades K-6, 1967-68. BER, No. 22-623,
(Interim Report), Undated.

Carton, Aaron S, (Corrective Reading Services for Disadvantaged

Pupils in Nonpublic Regular Day Schools, 1966-67. CUE,
October 1967.

Educational Records Bureau. Corrective Mathematics Services for

Disadvantaged Pupils in Nonpublic Regular Day Schools, 1967-68.
ERB, Undated.

Educational Records Bureau. Corrective Reading Services for Dis-
advantaged Pupils in Nonpublic Schools, 1967-68, ERB, Undated,

Fox, David J., Norman R. Shapiro, and Valerie Barnes. Summer 1967
Elementary School Program for Disadvantaged Pupils in Poverty

Areas of New York City. CUE, (Subcontracted to The City
College Research Foundation), November 1967.

Fox, David J,, Linda Curtis, and Valerie Barnes. Followup Study
of Children who attended Summer 1967 Elementary School
Program, CUE, March 1949,
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Fox, David J. and Fmmeline Weinberg. Summer 1967 Schools for Junior

High and Intermediate School Pupils. CUE, (Subcontracted to
The City College Research Foundation), November 1967.

Grossman, Anne 5. Corrective Mathematics Services for Disadvantaged
Pupils in Nonpublic Regular Day Schools, 19566-67. CUE,
September 1967.

Lohman, Maurice A. After School Tutorial and Special Potential Devel-
opment Program in 1,S. 201 Manhattan, 1966-67. CUE, Ssptembsr

1967,

Lohman, Maurice A, Educational Enrichment Programs for Disadvantaged
Pupils in Public and Nonpublie Schools, 1965-66. CUE, August

1966,

Lohman, Maurice A, The Expansion of the After School Study Centers

for Disadvantaged Public and Nenpublic School Pupils, 1966-67.
CUE, September 1967.

North, Robert D. and David B. Orr. Program for Pupils in Nonpublic
Schools learning English as a Second Language, 1967-68, The
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Software Systems, Inc.), November 1968,

Parke, Margaret B, Corrective Reading Services for Disadvantaged

Pupils in Nonpublic Regulsr Day Schools, 1965-66. CUE,
August 1966,

Sontag, Marvin, and others. Evaluating Selected Aspects of the Afier
School Study Center Program, 1965-6b. BER, No., 22-551-02,
December 1966,

Steinhoff, Carl R, Summer 1966 Program in Mueic and Art for Disad-

vantage? Pupils ip the Public and Nonpublic Schools. CUE,
August 1966,

Tieman, Norman. Evaiuation of the Operation and Effectiveness of

Summer School Programs, Summer 1966. BER, No. 22-453, Juns 1967.

Valenti, Bertrand F, and Benjamin Neckritz, Summer 1967 Vocational and
Technical Righ School Program for Disadvantaged Students. BRER,
22-631-049, December 1967,
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TITLE 1 ENRICHMENT PROCRAM REPORTS
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of 1965-66. BFR, No. 22-464-12, December 1966.

Fox, David J. and Zric Ward. Summer 1967 Musical Talent Showcase for
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Carton, Aaron S. Basic Speech Improvement Progr~am for Disadvantaged
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